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ABSTRACT  
 
 Public organizations have been interested in tapping into the creativity and passion 
of the public through the use of open innovation, which emphasizes bottom-up ideation and 
collaboration. A challenge for organizational adoption of open innovation is that the quick-
start, bottom-up, iterative nature of open innovation does not integrate easily into the 
hierarchical, stability-oriented structure of most organizations. In order to realize the 
potential of open innovation, organizations must be willing to change the way they operate. 
This dissertation is a case study of how Arizona State University (ASU), has adapted its 
organizational structure and created unique programming to incorporate open innovation. 
ASU has made innovation, inclusion, access, and real world impact organizational priorities 
in its mission to be the New American University. The primarily focus of the case study is 
the experiential knowledge of administrative leaders and administrative intermediaries who 
have managed open innovation programming at the university over the past five years. Using 
theoretical pattern matching, administrator insights on open innovation adoption are 
illustrated in terms of design stages, teamwork, and ASU's culture of innovation. It is found 
that administrators view iterative experimentation with goals of impact as organizational 
priorities. Institutional support for iterative, experimental programming, along with the 
assumption that not every effort will be successful, empowers administrators to push to be 
bolder in their implementation of open innovation. Theoretical pattern matching also 
enabled a detailed study of administrator alignment regarding one particular open innovation 
program, the hybrid participatory platform 10,000 Solutions. Creating a successful and 
meaningful hybrid platform is much more complex than administrators anticipated at the 
outset. This chapter provides administrator insights in the design, management, and 
  ii 
evaluation of participatory platforms. Next, demographic assessment of student participation 
in open innovation programming is presented. Demographics are found to be reflective of 
the university population and provide indicators for how to improve existing programming. 
This dissertation expands understanding of the task facing administrators in an organization 
seeking to integrate open innovation into their work.  
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Chapter 1 - Contextual Grounding for a Case Study in Open Innovation Integration 
Overview 
 Organizations have been highly interested in integrative open innovation practices in 
their work, as open innovation can bring a flood of creative contributions and problem 
solving from the public. This was especially true in the early 2010's, where organizations 
from different sectors established opportunities for the public to contribute ideas to solve 
grand challenges, submit and sign online petitions, and respond to organizational calls. In the 
public sector at the national level, this was evidenced by the creation of the two prominent 
platforms Challenge.gov (2015) and We the People (2013); examples at the local level in 
Phoenix include MyPlanPHX, (2013) and iMesa (2013). The private sector also had a variety 
of open innovation platforms with prominent examples being Ashoka Changemakers, 
(2012), OpenIDEO, (2013), and XPRIZE (2013).  
 However, there are challenges in successful adoption for organizations. Noveck 
(2015) argues that organizations often address them using open innovation in name only, 
with little actual change taking place. One reason for this difficulty stems from conflicting 
organizational structures; open innovation practices are primarily online, fluid, rapid, 
iterative, and often temporary, whereas the command and control hierarchical structure of 
organizations are primarily located in the physical world, and intended to be stable to 
provide sustained services. There is a challenge for administrators in organizations who are 
designing and managing open innovation efforts for the first time; most administrators do 
not have extensive technological or socio-technical design background or training. 
Therefore, an entire new skill set must be developed on to use participatory platforms. Even 
if the design and tech know-how is part of an administrator's toolkit, they may not know 
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how to effectively align the goals, language, and evaluation metrics for successful 
implementation of participatory efforts. More often than not, administrators are attempting 
to run an open innovation effort in addition to their other, primary duties. Finally, even 
though open innovation tools like participatory platforms have existed for several years, 
there is high fragmentation of working knowledge, meaning that many administrators 
continue to experiment in de facto isolation. There is a need for insights from organizations 
that proactively integrate open innovation into their work to make the work of organizations 
more connected to their constituencies and increase the impact of the work being done 
within the organization.  
 The main research question guiding this research is what administrators within a 
public organization have learned about the design, management, and evaluation of open 
innovation efforts. Arizona State University was selected as a case study in innovation 
integration. This large public university has made a purposeful effort to integrate innovation 
values and practices into its organizational mission and provide innovation focused 
programming. Within this case study there are three smaller research questions. First, what 
substantive findings in thematic areas of values, teamwork, and organizational culture and 
innovation practices have administrators learned in their work with open innovation? 
Second, to what extent are different administrator groups aligned in their understanding of 
the three dimensions of values, teamwork, and organizational culture and innovation 
practices? Third, what insights into open innovation can be gleaned from a demographic 
survey of the innovative programming provided by the university and the students who 
participate in them? Findings from this research can contribute to a foundation about 
innovation management that can assist other administrators in organizations seeking to 
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integrate innovation and entrepreneurship practices into their core mission and daily 
activities.  
 This introductory chapter begins with a discussion of open innovation, and the 
challenges inherent in using innovation practices in organizations. Next is a discussion of the 
use of a public university as an appropriate field site, and contextual information about 
Arizona State University in particular. As this research is primarily focused on the 
experiences of administrators within the organization, a section on two types of 
administrators is presented. Administrative leaders and intermediaries share distinct but 
complimentary roles for innovation implementation. Finally, the organization of the 
dissertation is introduced.  
Organizational Integration of Open Innovation 
 In recent years, new examples of innovative ways to engage and connect people have 
emerged in various sectors. Citizen science platforms contributed to medical discoveries 
(Khatib et al., 2011), the use of serious games provide perspectives into the lives and 
livelihoods of different groups (Learmonth et al., 2011; “Spent,” 2014), as well as proactive 
problem solving on global challenges (Institute for the Future, 2011). Participants have 
bucked the assumption of disconnection and apathy through these new avenues for 
participation. Evidence of support for open innovation can be seen in the public sector 
through transparency efforts like Data.gov and participatory challenge competitions like 
Challenge.gov, and the private sector through efforts like Ashoka Changemakers and 
OpenIdeo. The creation of a diverse and robust civic ecosystem that includes people in 
problem solving and decision making within their community is not a passive process. 
However promise does not equate to success just as single successes do not indicate a 
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positive change in behavior. The purpose of this dissertation is to examine how 
administrators within an organization have learned to manage open innovation practices 
focused on its own civic and community participation.  
 Open innovation is fluid, rapid, iterative, and can be temporary in design. Many 
resources for innovating and invigorating the public sector come from the creative and 
interactive world of online participation. Online communities have been the laboratory for 
innovation in connectivity, collaboration, and creative problem solving. The particular open 
innovation tool in this dissertation is participatory platform. Participatory platforms are 
online tools that open the decision making of an organization to facilitate participation and 
collaboration of the members of the community in governance and administration of the 
community. Participatory platforms can support several different types of interaction, from 
crowdsourcing to collective intelligence, to serious games, to competitions, and, the primary 
goal for many, collaborative governance (Kelley & Johnston, 2012; Noveck, 2012). Many 
participatory platforms include some activities taking place in the real world, such as 
meetings, workshops, and competition finals. The presence of online and real world 
hybridity in participatory platform programming is another difference that sets open 
innovation efforts apart from more traditional forms of participation in and with 
organizations. 
 The allure of open, distributed participation comes from ideation that has an 
increased the diversity of perspective and voices and has been shown to be a key source of 
innovation and problem solving (Dawes & Helbig, 2010; Page, 2008; Surowiecki, 2005). 
Many organizations, by contrast, still organize around hierarchical command and control 
structures (Weber, 1978). Consequently, if these differences are understood, there are 
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predictable challenges for organizations interested in integrating open innovation into their 
work.  The effective use of open innovation requires intentional shifts of organizational 
culture, primarily being willing to change the way the organization conducts business; 
institutional innovation has been one of the missing pieces for making open innovation 
effective (Noveck, 2015). Valuing open innovation and committing the organization to using 
these tools is only part of the challenge. The second component of the challenge is how to 
integrate such tools into the organization. The task of open innovation adoption tends to fall 
to administrative intermediaries. Evidence from the field indicates that first time mistakes 
tend to be repeated by administrators using open innovation tools due to lack of shared 
knowledge on the design, management, and evaluation of open innovation practices 
(Treisman et al., 2013). That means there is a need for administrators actively working on 
integrating open innovation in their organization to share insights into their work with open 
innovation. These shared management findings can have sizable impact into the continued 
evolution of organizations and how they interact in open innovation spaces.  
Case Study Selection: Public university experimentation with innovation 
 There are a host of organizations and departments that focus specifically on civic 
participation within their particular realm of expertise such as the Google Civic Innovation, 
the NYU Governance Lab, Oxford Internet Institute, Facebook civic group, and MIT 
Center for Civic Media. These small, specialized groups contribute to the advancement of 
digital activity for increased participation and collaboration in public sector organizations. 
However, these types of organizations are specialists, and their active use of participatory 
platforms is not sufficient to encourage broad adoption of open innovation by organizations. 
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To truly achieve this culture shift, it is necessary to study how organizations that are not 
specialized research laboratories are integrating open innovation into their work.  
 This dissertation examines a case study of a public university that has articulated is 
own organizational mission of innovation and impact, and is experimenting with different 
approaches to realize the organizational goals. Arizona State University is a large public 
university whose president is advocating for a new model of the American university, 
focused on the inclusion of a large and diverse population, training those students to 
become adaptive master learners, and challenging the research and education services and 
programs to focus on real world impact and the solutions of problems. All of this is meant 
to be done at an enormous scale; currently there are over 82,000 students enrolled at 
Arizona State (Arizona State University, 2014b). Within this organization are administrative 
intermediaries- administrators tasked with the design and management of open innovation 
platforms and programming. 
 Though not a government entity, studying administrators within a public university 
remains relevant in the field of public administration. My justification for selecting a public 
university setting is that it is a sufficient and appropriate field site, not that it was deemed the 
best field site following an in depth analysis of all potential field sites in public sector 
settings. There are formal and legal reasons that the study of university administrators is 
applicable to the field. A public university, Arizona State University is part of the state 
university system, which receives funds from the state government for operation costs; in 
FY2014 the state university system received $711.2 million (Arizona Board of Regents, 
2014), and so it has a responsibility for achieving public goals and is accountable to state 
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officials and the public. Therefore this research is grounded within the context of public 
sector administrators.  
 There are other compelling reasons why universities in general, and Arizona State 
University in particular, serve as an effective field location for research on open innovation. 
When examining innovation, there is an established connection between universities, public 
sector and industry (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000), and knowledge developed in university 
settings lead to positive spillover effects in organizations from different sectors (Tödtling et 
al., 2009). Many local and state government departments may participate or host one open 
innovation or entrepreneurship effort. Arizona State University has run numerous efforts in 
this environment over the past four years. Over time, the efforts at Arizona State University 
have differentiated from each other in objective and design. This means that the 
administrators at Arizona State University may have an advantage over their state and local 
government counterparts when it comes to the design, management, and evaluation of 
participatory platforms. Etzkowitz et al. (2000) note a phenomenon where universities are 
becoming more active players in innovation processes by adopting entrepreneurial 
knowledge practices. This is certainly relevant in the case of open innovation. Universities 
are proactive members of experimentation with open innovation. Universities have served as 
catalysts and hubs for early open government research, such as the University at Albany's 
Center for Technology in Government who hosted an event leading to the development of a 
framework for open government ecosystems (Harrison et al., 2012), the University of 
Virginia's use of the participatory simulation game the UVA Bay Game to improve 
understanding of conflicting interests and management of a natural resource (Learmonth et 
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al., 2011), or Arizona State University's Center for Policy Informatics' lifecycle and design 
framework of participatory platforms (Treisman et al., 2013). 
 University innovation practices can have a ripple effect in current and future efforts 
in federal, state, and local government. Universities have a focus on education and 
innovation, meaning that more experimentation can take place with platforms, leading to 
greater expertise in the running of complex interactions in other areas of the public sector 
(Bozeman, 2000). The online learning of students increases their knowledge of how to 
participate in online and hybrid environments. Moving forward, these individuals may have 
more capacity than their peers who did not have these experiences. It also means 
administrator have the opportunity to collaborate with a more experienced and informed 
populace, thereby potentially increasing the success of future collaborations.   
Arizona State University as the New American University 
 Arizona State University has been more proactive than most organizations in actively 
striving to integrate innovation into its mission, function, and evaluation. The university had 
a change in organizational objective at the start of President Michael Crow's tenure in 2002 
with the vision to become the New American University (Arizona State University, 2016a). 
The New American University represents a fifth configuration of higher educational services  
that is present in the United States. Crow (2016) articulates the five waves of university 
services as follows: 
 Wave 1- American ivy league universities. Greek school models.  
Example: Harvard, Yale 
 Wave 2 - University structure similar to the ivy league schools, but with a secular 
foundation. Example: University of Virginia 
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 Wave 3 - Land grant universities. Providing broad educational access across the 
country. 
 Wave 4 - Research universities with academic pursuits targeted towards specific 
knowledge areas. Examples: Johns Hopkins, Stanford 
 Wave 5 - Arizona State University. Providing the rigor of wave 1,2, and 4, but with 
modest cost and at a large scale.  
Arizona State University has distinguished itself from other public universities by its active 
adoption of open innovation. In 2016 Arizona State University was ranked as the #1 Most 
Innovative University in the Country by US News and World Report. President Michael 
Crow has been the primary catalyst for this organizational change. He has articulated the 
values and mission in several different ways. There are eight organizational design priorities 
articulated by President Crow for how the university is to serve in this new role of education. 
They include the leveraging of the location and demographics of its community, enable 
student success at scale, to focus on meeting social needs of the community, to have 
research span disciplinary silos, to value entrepreneurship and innovation, to be socially 
embedded using partnerships, to have meaningful impact and purpose with its research, and 
to engage globally (Arizona State University, 2016; Crow & Dabars, 2015). Also, there is a 
shift in preference away from siloed, hierarchical knowledge towards the transdisciplinary 
collaboration of many academic fields and the addressing complex problems of the world. 
Here is one example, "...the study of inequality of wealth would be studied by a collaboration 
of top minds around the world, enabled by technology" (Faller, 2016). Of specific note in all 
of this conversation by President Crow is training students to be what he calls adaptive 
master learners, who are trained to be successful in any environment with many different 
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people (Crow, 2016; Crow & Dabars, 2015). Arizona State University has formally integrated 
these aspirations into its organizational identity through the new charter. The charter has 
three primary objectives, including inclusion of a diverse and populous student body, aim for 
research that will impact the public good and improve the world, and to actively engage with 
broad communities rather than only academic communities (Office of the President, 2015). 
The university's efforts over the past five years are more in line with authentic participation 
(King, Feltey, & Susel, 1998) than other organizations that are using open innovation efforts 
to as a side experimentation that does not affect their primary mission or daily work. 
University Departments with Innovation Expertise 
 President Crow's objective for transforming a land grant university into an effective 
fifth wave university as expressed above requires a proactive approach within the 
organization of the university, as well as its programming. While some organizations may 
hire a consultant or have one staff member or small team that focuses on innovation, 
Arizona State University has multiple departments that are focused in experimenting and 
integrating innovation into the university in as many points as possible. Some of these 
departments focus solely on innovation implementation, whereas others were established 
before President Crow's tenure; these departments carry out more traditional service roles, 
but are collaborating with the innovation departments and experimenting with their own 
services to incorporate innovation into their traditional work.  
 There are five university departments included in this dissertation study on open 
innovation integration in the university. They include the Office of University Initiatives, 
Arizona State University Foundation, The Office of Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 
Educational Outreach and Student Services, and Changemaker Central. In addition to these 
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departments are cross department collaborations. Though every group mentioned above 
frequently collaborate, one in particular is highlighted in this dissertation, that being the 
collaborative management of the participatory platform 10,000 Solutions. An external 
contractor involved in the design of 10,000 Solutions is the final administrative perspective 
in this dissertation. Figure 1 is an organizational chart of the leadership structure of the 
university; this is the most recent chart available and was created in June 2015.  
Figure 1.1: Organizational Chart of University Leadership  
 
 
A brief description of each department included in this dissertation research and the 10,000 
Solutions collaboration helps illuminate how different groups are working to realize the goals 
of the New American University through open innovation. 
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The President's Office. The Office of the President includes the University President and 
his staff. Their responsibility includes policy analysis, strategic planning, administration, and 
communication about the overarching goals, operations, and achievements of Arizona State 
University.   
The Office of University Initiatives. The Office of University Initiatives is a department 
that was initially tasked to serve as a both an idea incubator and then developing ideas into 
workable projects that can be managed by other departments and groups in the university. 
The three initial objectives include the realization of the New American University through 
making projects within the eight design aspirations, to created social embeddedness within 
the university and between the university and community, and to stimulate university 
innovation (Arizona State University, 2016f) More recently, their focus has expanded to the 
creation of programs for global outreach.  
The Office of University Affairs. The Office of University Affairs is a department within 
the President's Office. Their work includes the establishment of partnerships with external 
organizations.  
Arizona State University Foundation. The Arizona State University Foundation serves a 
traditional and innovative role for the university. It's initial responsibility is securing 
philanthropic support; in addition, the Foundation seeks opportunities to fund academic and 
applied innovative ideas from both faculty and potential donors (Arizona State University, 
2016b).  
The Office of Entrepreneurship and Innovation. The Office of Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation is specifically focused on realizing the design aspiration of entrepreneurship and 
innovation for the New American University (Arizona State University, 2016e). Their work 
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is a combination of creating unique programming in their own department, but also creating 
entrepreneurship collaborations that span the entire university and include multiple 
departments and groups. These efforts are targeted primarily at the student body.  
Educational Outreach and Student Services - The Educational Outreach and Student 
Services department is tasked with the provision of a broad range of student services within 
the university. Some of these services would be seen in any university, such as the 
management of the Memorial Union facilities. However, there are other efforts that are 
more proactive in ensuring diverse support for students during their time at Arizona State 
University and students who are not yet in college. Two examples are the group 
Changemaker Central, described in more detail below, using serious game platforms to 
prepare high school students for university education, and the administration of two charter 
high schools intended to prepare low income from diverse families to succeed in college 
(Arizona State University, 2016d). 
Changemaker Central. Changemaker Central is a student lead group focusing on 
innovation that is identified as an Ashoka U Campus (“Changemaker Central,” 2016). 
Changemaker Central is dedicated to creating a culture of empowered students who develop 
innovative ideas that can address local, national, and global challenges. The group not only 
has a physical presence on all four of Arizona State University's campuses, but also regularly 
hosts collaborative and cross disciplinary events to get students involved on a regular basis.  
Collaborative management of the 10,000 Solutions platform - 10,000 Solutions is a 
participatory platform that engages people to take an active role in their community through 
the generation and evolution of ideas that can change the world. Begun as a straightforward 
ideation platform, the initial purpose of 10,000 Solutions was to generate an idea bank of 
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10,000 Solutions. The idea came from President Crow and first designed by the Office of 
University Initiatives. The platform management became a collaborative effort when a 
multidisciplinary research team led by the Center for Policy Informatics in the School of 
Public Affairs received a National Science Foundation Rapid VOSS grant to conduct 
research on participation in this bottom up platform. The primary management partnership 
shifted in the second year of the platform with the Center for Policy Informatics research 
team and Changemaker Central taking the lead management roles, and the Office of 
University Initiatives stepping out, as they are designed to do with projects of this nature. 
The research team received a second National Science Foundation grant to continue the 
study and management of the platform. 10,000 Solutions was redesigned from an ideation 
platform to a platform where participants could share solutions, host or participate in 
challenges, or host or participate in actions. It was intended that each action could be built 
upon and connected from one type of participation to another, creating a seamless and 
continuous practice of innovative thought and action at the university.  
Center for Policy Informatics. The Center for Policy Informatics is situated within the 
School of Public Affairs, and focuses on the study of how public policy and administration 
can be improved through the use of communication and computational technology. One of 
the specific research areas of the center is opening governance. The director of the center, 
Dr. Erik Johnston, is a member of the MacArthur Research Network on Opening 
Governance. The center designed and studied two participatory platforms that support 
public ideation for solving a government or community challenge, including the federal level 
Policy Challenge and the Arizona State University focused 10,000 Solutions. 
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KWALL. KWALL is a contract company that specializes in the design of web platforms and 
online tools used in higher education environments. In the context of website development, 
the company markets itself with skills to take information only websites and transform them 
into personalized, interactive online tools. They work primarily with Drupal, which is an 
open source content management system.   
 The departments and collaborations that are described above could not happen 
without the informed, purposeful, and rapid action of the administrators that oversee each 
area within the university. Administrators have a vital role in the integration of open 
innovation, serving as advocates, designers, managers, support staff, and evaluators. The 
amount of learning that has taken place on the part of these administrators may not be 
captured in more quantitative evaluation approaches. A primary contribution of this 
dissertation is the study of administrator learning in the design, management, and 
implementation of open innovation practices. The next section makes a distinction between 
two key roles that administrators play in this case study. The first is that of the administrative 
leader and the second is that of the administrative intermediary. 
Administrators 
 There are two administrator groups included in this study including administrative 
leadership and intermediaries. Both have been identified as essential groups for the design of 
user-driven innovation ecosystems (Schaffers et al., 2011). This section defines the identities 
and functions of each administrator group.  
Administrative Leaders 
 Administrative leaders are individuals in public organizations who approve and 
support open innovation efforts. These administrators contribute the second phase of online 
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interaction discussed by Leighninger (2011) where people are empowered to contribute to 
social issues. Administrative leaders are not necessarily responsible for the detailed 
management of a participatory platform, but rather support the efforts of intermediary 
administrators who do manage the platforms, provide resources for the efforts, and are 
responsible for integrating the contribution of platform efforts into the work and future 
goals of the organization.  
 Administrative leadership can be of several minds when it comes to more interactive 
forms of collaboration and decision making. The potential for innovating public services 
through open innovation is an exciting prospect for administrators (Treisman, Johnston, 
Kelley, et al., 2013). Currently, online participation can strengthen representative democracy 
and administration by increasing the breadth and depth of activities available for the public. 
At this point in time, there is no challenge to government authority when it comes to 
decision making from online participation (Coleman & Gotze, 2001; Fung, 2006). There are 
arguments that improved public participation can improve perceptions of public sector 
legitimacy (Innes & Booher, 2005). Arguments for government as a platform (O’Reilly, 
2010) leads to new opportunities to experiment with how the public sector can interact with 
other people on a regular basis. In addition, enabling people to work on issues that matter 
most to them means that a veritable army of contributors can be mobilized to help provide 
public service (King, Feltey, & Susel, 1998). On the other hand, there are uncertainties and 
difficulties that also make administrators skeptical. For instance, technology almost always 
outpaces policy, meaning that there are concerns about the legality of new forms of 
participation in online spaces (Leighninger, 2011). An illustrative example that is relevant in 
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universities is the uncertainty about intellectual property of ideas that are posted in online 
forums or entered in university competitions (Monotti & Ricketson, 2003). 
 In addition, there are also findings that show while people may become increasingly 
accustomed to interacting with public sector online, it does not necessarily increase 
confidence in perceived legitimacy (McNeal, Hale, & Dotterweich, 2008). Administrators 
may be advised to avoid offering online communication if there is a chance it will be a 
gimmick (Coleman & Gotze, 2001), yet many receiving institutions do not know how to 
design an effective online open innovation effort; there are multiple instances for duplication 
of first time efforts, meaning that without a shared repository of design and participatory 
research and experience many institutions will have online open innovation experiences that 
are not as effective (Treisman, Johnston, Kelley, et al., 2013). Another difficulty that 
administrators need to think about with online open innovation is the representativeness of 
its participants. Whether there are differences in how people access the internet 
(Mossberger, Tolbert, & McNeal, 2007), or the fact that people who volunteer to participate 
may not be representative of the entire population (Leighninger, 2011), administrators are 
responsible for ensuring that outcomes from an online open innovation event benefit their 
entire constituency.  
 There are preparatory considerations that administrative leadership must be prepared 
to support to facilitate a useful experience. The first consideration is that administrators need 
to be committed to the process from start to finish (Alexander, Comfort, & Weiner, 1998; 
Ansell & Gash, 2008). Processes that focus more on collective action and decision making 
are more complex than sharing information or other one way interactions. If the 
administrators responsible for the open innovation effort are not willing to commit to the 
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process, it is highly unlikely that the effort will yield successful outcomes. The second 
consideration is not to be tempted to take shortcuts or cutting corners in their preparations- 
such shortcuts may appear to save time but can compromise the overall effectiveness of the 
open innovation effort (T.A. Pardo & Scholl, 2002). A foundational starting point that is 
reinforced in the policy planning dimension of design is the thoughtful reflection of the 
context of the open innovation effort. In other words, receiving institutions need a basic 
understanding of the information needs of the organization, the environment, receptiveness 
of participants and potential partners (T.A Pardo, Gil-Garcia, & Burke, 2008). The 
interoperability of an organization, as discussed by Pardo et al. (2008) indicates that 
alignment between administrators within the organization about such goals are important. 
Alignment between administrator groups is a dominant research question in this dissertation 
research.  
 Understanding context includes being familiar with the range of participatory 
arrangements available to them and what the outputs and potential outcomes of using each 
arrangement can be (Smith, 2009). Part of the preparation phase includes making sure 
adequate personnel, time, and monetary resources are available throughout the open 
innovation effort (Leighninger, 2011). The time for planning is longer than an administrator 
may initially think; Treisman et al. (2013) recommend six to nine months for preparation, six 
to nine months for participant engagement, and reach out for partners three to six months 
prior to the participatory launch. Then comes many layers of decisions that will influence the 
choice of online open innovation tool including who will participate, how they will 
participate, and how the organization plans to use the information (Fung, 2006). Another 
consideration during preparation is whether the targeted participant groups have the 
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sufficient skills and capacities to meaningfully contribute to the open innovation effort 
(Cuthill & Fien, 2005).  
 The International Association for Public Participation (2007) is the primary 
framework I rely on as a heuristic for the range of activities that are available to receiving 
organizations, though there are many others in the literature. The reason the IAP2 is so 
helpful is the emphasis on alignment of activities; it is fine for an open innovation activity to 
take place at any point on the open innovation spectrum, but the associated communication 
must accurately reflect what is going to take place. Mergel & Desouza (2013) also found that 
clarity of language in a call for participation is essential for usable contributions. The clarity 
of language not only helps with contributions that are useful, but clear communications of 
expectations can increase the likelihood of a diverse group of volunteers being able to 
meaningfully contribute (Cohn, 2008). I will now transition to the discussion of intermediary 
administrators who work with administrative leadership. 
Administrative Intermediaries 
 There is a unique role for intermediary professionals who specialize in innovation, 
design, and open innovation. Intermediaries have a facilitation role, "...(intermediaries are) an 
organization or body that acts as an agent or broker in any aspect of the innovation process 
between two or more parties" (Howells, 2006). These are the people who have an 
understanding of people, organizations, and technology and use that knowledge to make 
connections to help people advance their work (Bakici, Almirall, & Wareham, 2013). The 
field of literature most relevant on intermediaries is in the context of innovation due to their 
contribution to the open innovation movement (H. W. Chesbrough, 2005; Howells, 2006; 
Stewart & Hyysalo, 2008). Public institutions would be interested in intermediaries for 
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creating collaborative projects with open data or creating a technologically mediated 
experience. There are a few terms that can represent this group of people in the online open 
innovation process, but intermediary is the most comprehensive for the types of work. (H. 
Chesbrough, 2006) notes that intermediaries can serve multiple functions in connecting 
people with technologies, serving as agents, brokers, or marketplaces (Kivimaa, 2014). 
(Agogue, Ystrom, & Le Masson, 2013) note that intermediaries in the innovation literature 
primarily broker and network between people and technologies. 
 When dealing with people and technology, intermediaries have certain areas of 
expertise to facilitate a successful process. Some examples of guidance that intermediaries 
provide include articulation of expectation and visions, building social networks, developing 
learning processes (Kivimaa, 2014). An example of research demonstrating intermediary 
knowledge in the participation literature is Nabatchi's (2012) recommendations for designing 
participatory activities that meaningfully contribute to public service. One aspect of an 
intermediary's role is to keep the process moving quickly.(Gothelf & Seiden, 2013) designed 
the LeanUX, a collaborative experience process that relies on rapid iteration of 
brainstorming and dialogue to advance an idea to the point where it can be implemented 
effectively. Agogue et al. (2013) note that intermediaries tend to rely on processes that use 
multiple stages of participation to improve the outcome of the process. These processes 
usually include brainstorming, individual reflection, discussion, group work, and entire group 
refinement. (van Lente, Hekkert, Smits, & van Waveren, 2003) note that in addition to using 
multiple stages within any given participatory event, intermediaries are also trained to 
facilitate long term innovation projects.  
 One characteristic I use to define an intermediary is a person or organization that 
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takes responsibility for the creation, maintenance, and improvement of the open innovation 
mechanism itself, not just the outcome. A specific example is the General Services 
Administration for Challenge.gov. They provided a platform that federal agencies could use 
to host challenges that are open to the public, "They (GSA managers) manage all aspects of 
the platform, including training and support for federal agencies that are starting to launch 
their own contests online" (Mergel & Desouza, 2013, 884). The designer of Patients Like 
Me, Jamie Heywood, could also be considered an intermediary as he created a platform users 
would share personal information and replicate clinical trial research through the aggregated 
data (Heywood, 2009). For this reason there are many more design professionals serving the 
role of the intermediary than professionals trained in public administration or policy. 
However, as both mandated and voluntary experimentation takes place at all levels of 
government, professionals in public organizations are taking on more active roles in this 
effort. Intermediaries do not have to work alone; rather, there are instances of organizations 
partnering with a design team to fulfill the function of an intermediary.  
 There are times when administrators serve both as the intermediary and the recipient 
as an online open innovation effort may be developed in house. There are drawbacks to a 
public agency going alone for online open innovation development. First, lack of experience 
can cause administrators to repeat first time problems or errors already made by others if 
there are no examples of previous work readily available (Treisman, Johnston, Kelley, & 
Krishnamurthy, 2013). Second, public sector organizations have responsibility to carry out 
mandated duties and this responsibility can supersede the interests and efforts to try new 
online open innovation experiments. Having a dedicated intermediary who is committed to 
trying out the experience can keep new efforts alive. Third, the collective action component 
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of open innovation requires the knowledge of participation, decision making, deliberation 
including research and new practical experiments in the field. Fourth, technological design 
and operation matters and agency members may not have the technological sophistication to 
design an open innovation mechanism on their own.  
 There are some important distinctions between this analysis of intermediaries and 
that of administrative leadership. The objective of administrative leaders is to look at a more 
macro level, where many individual participatory platforms and numerous other efforts 
combine into a complex system that makes up the identity of Arizona State University. 
Intermediaries have a different identity and task. Typically couched within a department, 
center, or innovation entity, a participatory platform is much more integral to their particular 
job. For instance, 10,000 Solutions was a signature project of Changemaker Central. This 
means that part of Changemaker's identity and reputation was connected to this platform. A 
second difference is that intermediaries are tasked with the management of these platforms. 
This requires an entirely different skill set, most often requiring collaboration or contracting 
to accomplish. Therefore, the questions posed to intermediaries are focused at the platform 
level rather than the Arizona State University level. Questions are more detailed about the 
management and learning that has occurred during the experience of working with the 
platform.  
Dissertation Outline 
 There are four chapters in total for this dissertation. This first chapter has provided 
the context of this research in three parts- organizational integration of innovation, 
presentation of Arizona State University as a case study, and two administrator functions 
within the university. The second chapter is a comprehensive analysis of administrator 
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interviews in my case study. In particular, the chapter examines administrator insights and 
learning about values, teamwork, and innovation culture derived from their experiences 
managing open innovation programming at the university. There are two analyses included 
in this chapter; the first analysis focuses on concepts from each interview question with the 
entire respondent sample. The second analysis examines a subset of the respondent sample 
for administrator alignment of perspectives when working on the same project. This chapter 
includes an explanation of my methodological approach, theoretical pattern matching, and 
introduces a conceptual map that includes my theoretical concept, attribution, concept 
research question, concept propositions, administrator alignment research questions, and 
administrator alignment propositions. The analysis section systematically presents results for 
the concept level responses and the alignment of university administrators. The third chapter 
is a demographic survey of program and participant participation of innovation, 
entrepreneurship, and social engagement programming at the university. The fourth and 
final chapter is a concluding discussion of how the findings from this dissertation can inform 
scholarship and practice in public administration, organization studies, and innovation 
communities. 
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Chapter 2 - Administrator Experiences of Managing Open Innovation Programming 
Overview 
 Chapter One provided a contextual foundation for the case study of Arizona State 
University, and how its administrators are striving to incorporate open innovation into the 
organization's daily and strategic practices. This shift in organizational culture does not 
happen as a natural process. Adapting the fundamental assumptions and practices of work 
for administrators will only be established through consistent pressure and incentives from 
both internal and external forces within the university. Administrators working in such an 
environment gain insights about integrating innovation into daily responsibilities and 
strategic action by the department. There are two research questions posed in this chapter. 
First, what substantive findings in areas of values, teamwork, and innovation culture 
practices have administrators learned in their work with open innovation programming? 
Second, to what extent are different administrator groups aligned in their understanding of 
the three dimensions of values, teamwork, and organizational culture and innovation 
practices?  
 Two separate analyses were conducted to address these research questions. The first 
analysis, focused on interview responses the each theoretical concept, and uses the entire 
respondent pool collected for this dissertation research. Administrators in this analysis have 
a variety of projects and responsibilities relating to open innovation at the university. Each 
department and its primary responsibilities that interview respondents work for are identified 
in the first chapter. The second analysis focusing on alignment uses a subset of the 
interviews where administrators worked on a shared project. It is possible to see how aligned 
the different views of partners are, and, if applicable, how much flexibility for different views 
25 
 
a project can sustain while still being successful. The other difference between the alignment 
analysis and the concept analysis is the coding of administrator responses according to their 
role in the university; administrators could be manager-leaders, staff-leaders, manager-
intermediaries, and staff-intermediaries. These roles are used as comparative groups to 
examine alignment. Interoperability, or the understanding of organizational objectives by 
administrators is an important component of advancing organizational change (Pardo et al., 
2008). There is more messiness in examining the details of collaboration from the 
perspective of administrators with unique roles, responsibilities, and history with the project. 
The examination of alignment can also be more rewarding in terms of providing insights to 
other administrators who are interested in leading, joining, or supporting a collaborative 
project.  
 The project which the participant subset worked on was 10,000 Solutions. 10,000 
Solutions is a participatory platform that engages people to take an active role in their 
community through the generation and evolution of ideas that can change the world. Begun 
as a straightforward ideation platform, the initial purpose of 10,000 Solutions was to 
generate an idea bank of 10,000 Solutions. 10,000 Solutions was redesigned from an ideation 
platform to a platform where participants could share solutions, host or participate in 
challenges, or host or participate in actions. It was intended that each action could be built 
upon and connected from one type of participation to another, creating a seamless and 
continuous practice of innovative thought and action at the university.  
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Figure 2.1: 10,000 Solutions Management Collaboration 
 
 This chapter begins with a brief discussion of organizational learning literature 
before moving into a description of the analytical approach and data preparation. The results 
of each analysis are paired together in the results section. Discussions for each thematic area 
of values, teamwork, and innovation culture are presented.  
Organizational Learning Literature 
 Organizational learning has a unique theoretical contribution to this study of public 
administrators experimenting, adapting, and evolving their work with the use of participatory 
platforms. Jones (2001) provides an explanation for understanding change in organizations, 
where human institutions are influenced to change both by external pressures and internal 
efforts of individuals; this change in turn influences different expectations of individuals and 
conceptions of institutional capacity. Jones argues that much of the behavior and decision 
making of individuals is and must be adaptive as the external environment is constantly in 
motion. Organizational learning does not just improve the internal workings of the 
organization, but can change the very organization itself. This is articulated as transformative 
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learning where evolving practices and decisions lead to a transformation of the organization 
or individual making the decisions (Mezirow, 1991). The goal of using participatory 
platforms is not only to maximize the utility of a particular tool, but to make opening up 
decision making processes in organizations a viable choice, hence transformative learning. If 
transformational learning is the objective, other research on learning can provide the 
guidance on how to enable this transformation to occur. 
 This limitation of rational decision making means that individuals within an 
organization must learn how to manage programs with unknown elements. First, it is 
impossible for any individual or organization to know all information relevant for action and 
decision making; this applicable lesson is defined as bounded rationality where individuals 
are not able to see completely see the world due to a lack of certainty about the future, a vast 
amount of information, and limitations of the person and organization to process all 
possibilities (Simon, 1997). Bounded rationality is certainly applicable in the study of 
participatory platforms where the tools themselves are still being developed. This means 
there are several elements of uncertainty [a] what types of interaction are possible in online 
environments, [b] how participatory platforms can be integrated into organizational practice, 
and [c] how to balance the protection of a potentially useful tool with the organizational 
requirement of demonstrating use quickly to justify the investment of human and financial 
resources. Second, individuals and organizations do not learn in isolation, but in connection 
with their environmental context. Of particular relevance is the organizational and political 
bureaucratic factors that guide learning during decision making (Allison & Zelikow, 1999). 
Third, administrators have resources available to them when dealing with uncertainty. For 
instance, administrators have three heuristics to guide decision making and corresponding 
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behavior including governing variables, action strategies, and consequences (Argyris & 
Schön, 1974) or environmental filters such as immediate task processing, lifeline 
environments tapping into past experiences, and biological environments that shape how the 
administrator makes decisions (Jones, 2001). Fourth, administrators can rely on iterations 
between single loop learning, incremental learning about project that do not change the 
norms or practices of the organization, and double loop learning, learning that causes an 
evolution of organizational norms and practices. through use of the platform (Argyris & 
Schön, 1974). Fifth, the matching of individuals with particular cognitive and technological 
skills with the jobs they are assigned to complete has a large impact on organizational 
learning (Hayes & Allinson, 1998). This will be significant in the study of administrators and 
participatory platforms, as different administrative groups may articulate unique struggles or 
successes with managing platforms in their department. 
Theoretical Pattern Matching 
 
 Qualitative methodology is helpful for this inquiry. The detailed reflections and 
lessons learned by administrators over time are not going to be captured either through the 
platform artifact or programmatic documentation, such as annual reports. Likewise, the 
experiences gained by administrators in the organization can be considered a metric for 
success regardless of the success of the effort itself. Another reason for using qualitative 
analysis for this study is the ability to examine unique substantive dimensions, and ask 
administrators directly about difficulties in the process of design, management, and 
evaluation of open innovation efforts. The analysis of this chapter uses theoretical pattern 
matching articulated by Yin (2013) and used as an analytical approach in studies such as the 
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Mossberger's (2000) study of the spread of enterprise zones. The process of theoretical 
pattern matching occurs in four phases as articulated by Yin: 
1. Identify theoretical concepts of interest for the case study 
2. Operationalize the theoretical concepts through the development of an interview 
protocol with individual questions for each concept 
3. Make predictions about responses to each interview question 
4. Compare the prediction with responses from study participants 
Theoretical concepts, attribution, and corresponding predictions for the concept analysis and 
alignment analysis are reported below. Appendix A of this dissertation includes a table 
version of the written description below.. 
Design Stages 
Having a vision of what the open innovation effort is intended to accomplish within an 
organization is essential for effective implementation. The purpose of this section was to 
examine how administrators articulated the design values for their innovation effort, how the 
management of the effort achieved those values, and changes that needed to be made to the 
effort to realize those objectives.  
 Organizational outcomes are the combination of an institution and its preferences 
(Plott, 1976, 1991). Arizona State University's organizational outcomes are the 
objectives of the New American University, which are comprised of inclusion, 
impact, and broader community engagement (Office of the President, 2015). The 
interview question for this proposition is: What was your participatory platform 
intended to accomplish within the workings of your organization?  Within ASU?  
Concept Prediction: I predict that the New American University mission and design 
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values will be prominent in the responses of administrators, and will also be 
consistent with the mission of the department in which they operate. Alignment 
Prediction: I predict each administrative department will have a slightly different 
articulation of the purpose of 10,000 Solutions within the department and within the 
university. I anticipate alignment of administrators within department groups.   
 Governing variables are values that administrators strive to keep within an acceptable 
range through their actions (Argyris & Schon, 1974). This question is used to have 
administrators articulate the purpose of their open innovation effort. The interview 
question for this proposition is: What values and actions were important to promote 
through the use of your participatory platform?  Concept Prediction: I predict 
administrators will emphasize an objective of active participation or learning. 
Alignment Prediction: I predict administrators will share values and actions that are 
consistent with their articulation of the organizational outcomes. I do not anticipate 
different responses from staff and manager administrators. 
 Action strategies are strategies intended to keep governing variables in an acceptable 
range. (Argyris & Schön, 1974). The interview question for this proposition is: How 
did the design and management of your participatory platform realize the values and 
actions you articulated? Concept Prediction: I anticipate administrators will articulate 
how the design of the innovation effort contributed to the organizational outcome. 
Alignment Prediction: I anticipate that administrators will have a consistent 
understanding of the design of 10,000 Solutions, based on the time they were 
involved. Administrators involved earlier in the lifecycle will know about the first 
design iteration, whereas administrators involved throughout will understand both. 
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 Satisficing is a concept from Simon (1997) where people need to know just enough 
to make a decision, not knowing every possible piece of information or option as 
would be expected in rational decision making. The interview question for this 
proposition is: How did your team draw boundaries on how much research and 
learning was necessary about participatory platforms before you began the design or 
management of your own platform? Concept Prediction: I predict that 
administrators for the most part did a minimal amount of research before designing 
and managing their effort. Alignment Prediction: I predict that intermediary 
administrators did far more research and planning than the leadership administrators. 
At the same time, I anticipate a consistent response of experimentation due to the 
novelty of a participatory platform.  
 Single loop learning indicates when an organization makes changes that are 
consistent with its existing norms and practices (Argyris, 1976; Argyris & Schon, 
1974)). The interview question for this proposition is: Were there design changes 
needed to your platform to realize the objective of the platform?  If so, what were 
those changes? Concept Prediction: I predict that a majority of the insights to this 
question, and the interview itself, will be reflective of single loop learning. This is due 
to the fact that the larger normative change within ASU was the development of the 
new charter, which occurred prior to any of the efforts included in this study.  
Alignment Prediction: This question will be most insightful for administrators that 
were knowledgeable about both iterations of 10,000 Solutions. I anticipate 
intermediary managers and staff have the best understanding of needs from the first 
platform iteration and the design changes made in the second iteration.   
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 Consequences in this case are indicative of actions that have intended and 
unintended consequences. (Argyris & Schön, 1974). The interview question for this 
proposition is: How successful was the design and management of your platform at 
realizing your values and action objectives? How do you measure success? Concept 
Prediction: I anticipate generally positive assessments for projects or programs that 
were simple in design; as design complexity increases, I anticipate more mixed 
results. Alignment Prediction: I predict that administrative leadership managers and 
staff will have a more positive, and rather general view of the success of 10,000 
Solutions. I anticipate that with greater proximity to management of the platform, 
administrator assessment of 10,000 Solutions will become more detailed and more 
negative in assessment.  
Teamwork 
Open innovation requires teamwork to be successful, both within a department, 
organization, and external partners. The purpose of this section was to gain insight into how 
administrators managed the process of the innovation effort within the university.  
 Past experiences, both professional and personal are important aspects of what a 
team member brings to a collective effort (Jones, 2001). The interview question for 
this proposition is: What professional and personal experiences did your team have 
that was helpful for the management of the platform?  Were there any past 
experiences (or lack thereof) that were unhelpful? Concept Prediction: I anticipate 
responses from this question will be somewhat important.  I do not think that 
specific training in innovation or online technological skills will be highlighted in 
responses. Of more impact will be administrator experiences with substantive 
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innovation areas and the ability to manage such efforts. Alignment Prediction: I 
anticipate responses that there will be high amounts of alignment of this question 
from all administrators, regardless of department or role. This is due to the novelty 
of 10,000 Solutions as a participatory platform.   
 Skills match indicates individuals with particular cognitive and technological skills, 
and the jobs they are assigned to complete, has a large impact on organizational 
learning. (Hayes & Allinson, 1998). The interview question for this proposition is: 
What skills were needed to design and manage your participatory platform?  Did you 
need to develop a new strategy for managing these platforms? How did your team 
and (if applicable) your partners divvy up those responsibilities? Concept Prediction: 
I anticipate that administrators with open innovation experience will have a strong 
sense of the skills needed to successfully run a project or program. Alignment 
Prediction: I predict administrators with daily managerial roles for 10,000 Solutions 
will have a richer description of what is needed on a team. These will primarily be 
intermediaries as they have the job of design and management of the platform.  
 Interoperability is the property of a system that allows different groups to 
communicate, collaborate, and coordinate in the execution of an effort (Cresswell, 
Canestraro, Gil-García, Pardo, & Schneider, 2004; Gottschalk, 2009; Pardo, Nam, & 
Burke, 2011; Peristeras & Tarabanis, 2000; Schaffers et al., 2011). The interview 
question for this proposition is: How did the different groups managing your 
participatory platform communicate, coordinate, and collaborate to make the 
platform work?  What would you say these groups were good at doing together (exp: 
same vision, shared understanding of resources needed)?  Were there times where 
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the groups had different or conflicting ideas of what needed to be done?  Concept 
Prediction: I predict that interoperability is vitally important for the outcome of each 
innovation effort. I also anticipate that this question can be a way of assessing how 
the administrators themselves are becoming master learners of innovation practices.  
Alignment Prediction: I predict that interoperability will be consistent in 
administrator responses in a number of ways. First, I think all partners value and 
appreciate each other. Second, I think all partners will express that collaboration was 
not perfect, and there were issues limiting effective management. Third, I anticipate 
that administrators internal to the university will express frustration with the external 
contractor.  
 Organizational learning is when human institutions are influenced to change both by 
external pressures and internal efforts of individuals; this change in turn influences 
different expectations of individuals and conceptions of institutional capacity. (Jones 
2001). The interview question for this proposition is: What did your team learn about 
itself through the experience of running your participatory platform?  What did your 
team learn about ASU through the experience of running your platform? Concept 
Prediction: I predict that administrators will have a better understanding of what is 
required to make an impact within the university. Alignment Prediction: I predict 
that all administrators will have a better understanding of facilitating a bottom up 
effort at the university. I anticipate intermediaries will have a substantially expanded 
expertise of what it takes to run a participatory platform like 10,000 Solutions. I also 
anticipate more fatigue from intermediary administrators than leadership 
administrators.   
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Innovation Culture 
Innovation is not just a concept but a practice that requires purposeful thought and effort. 
The purpose of this section is to better understand how administrators perceive their work 
and experiences in the larger mission of the university. Questions also include concepts of 
transformation of change, both for the organization and the administrators working to 
integrate innovation into the university.  
 Double loop learning indicates changes being made to behavior including scrutiny 
and willingness to change established norms, practices, and goals (Argyris, 1976; 
Argyris & Schön, 1974). The interview question for this proposition is: Has the 
management of participatory platforms caused reflection or changes to the goals, 
norms, or practices of ASU? Concept Prediction: I anticipate that administrators will 
articulate their contribution more in service to the existing structure of the 
organization than in changing it. This is likely unique to this case, as ASU made an 
organizational objective to include innovation in its work prior to any innovation 
efforts. Therefore, the double loop learning is indicated through the existence of 
these efforts rather than the other way around. Alignment Prediction: I predict that 
administrative leadership will express more impact of their work on shifting the goals 
of the university than intermediary administrators. I suspect the consensus from 
administrators across the board will be that the impact of 10,000 Solutions was 
useful but small in effect.  
 Organizational and political bureaucratic factors asserts that individuals and 
organizations learn in connection with their environmental context (Allison & 
Zelikow, 1999). The interview questions for this proposition are: [a] Are there 
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aspects of the institutional culture at ASU that helped with this project?  Other 
aspects that made it difficult?; [b]Were there examples or individuals outside of ASU 
who influenced this project?  Are there things that were happening within ASU that 
influenced this effort? Concept Prediction: I anticipate that administrators will find 
the institutional culture of ASU to be a driving force in their work, experience 
running the innovation effort, and how they evaluate their experiences. Regarding 
influential people, I predict that internal organizational individuals will be more 
influential than external individuals. Alignment Prediction: I anticipate that 
administrators will articulate this collaborative management of 10,000 Solutions as a 
result of the institutional culture of ASU.  
 Transformative learning includes evolving practices and decisions lead to a 
transformation of the individual making decisions within an organization, or the 
organization itself (Mezirow, 1991). The interview question for this proposition is: 
Has the management of your platform changed the way you think about innovation 
and collaboration at ASU?  If so, what changes do you see in the future? Concept 
Prediction: I predict that administrators will articulate a more sophisticated 
understanding of what is necessary to manage an open innovation effort within an 
organization. In particular, they will emphasize the complexity of management of 
such platforms and programs. Alignment Prediction: I predict that intermediaries will 
express a deeper understanding of their own mission in their department resulting 
from the experience gained from 10,000 Solutions. I anticipate administrative 
leadership will articulate evolving understanding of using participation activities like 
10,000 Solutions to connect with the student body.  
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Data Preparation and Coding 
 Data for this project was collected through interviews of administrative leaders and 
intermediaries at Arizona State University. Administrators were interviewed in two rounds; 
the first round of participants were known to the researchers from collaborations and 
interactions over the past five years at the university. The second round of interviews was 
another set of related administrators identified through snowball sampling. There are fifteen 
interviews included in the concept analysis, the total number of interviews conducted for this 
dissertation research. For the alignment analysis, ten of the fifteen administrator interviews 
were included. A subset of the interviews was used because these ten individuals were 
directly involved in the design, management, and evaluation of 10,000 Solutions. Any 
analysis of administrator alignment will be more accurate and insightful if the project in 
question is the same for all responding.  The confidentiality of respondents was ensured 
through the use of a random respondent number during the transcription review process, 
with the corresponding key saved in a separate location. At the time of analysis, the 
transcript documents were uploaded into MAXQDA qualitative software (MAXQDA 
12.1.3, 2015), and the respondent key was destroyed to protect the identities of respondents.  
 Coding for this project was built primarily around the theoretical concepts outlined 
above. Each concept had a corresponding interview question, and therefore a corresponding 
code. Table 2 has the coding system used in data preparation. For the purposes of the 
alignment analysis on the 10,000 Solutions collaboration, it was necessary to know the role 
of the administrative respondent. Eligible respondents were coded according to their 
organizational role and staff role. That means an administrator was either a manager or staff 
in a leadership department, or a manager or staff in an intermediary department. One 
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additional administrator code was included- that of the external consultant involved in the 
technical management and redesign of 10,000 Solutions.  
Table 2.1 Concept and Administrator Codes 
Values Teamwork Culture Administrator 
 
Organizational 
outcomes 
Past 
experiences 
Double loop 
learning 
Manager - 
leadership 
Governing 
variables Skills match 
Organizational, 
political, 
bureaucratic factors Staff - leadership 
Action 
strategies 
Interoperability 
 
Transformative 
learning 
Manager - 
intermediary 
 
 
Satisficing 
Organizational 
learning  
Staff - 
intermediary 
 
Single loop 
learning   Consultant 
 
Consequences    
 
Analysis of Design Stages Responses 
Organizational Outcomes 
 Concept. There were three categories of responses regarding organizational 
outcomes. The first category of responses was on substantive objectives. Of particular 
interest was the use of ideation and engagement of students, faculty, staff, and the broader 
community to make an impact in the world. These goals are consistent with the aspirations 
of the New American University, as well as a need for new cultural values and practices, 
which is consistent with the concept prediction. It was very clear that administrators 
understood their efforts were part of a larger effort within the university. The second 
category of responses was about innovation. The goals articulated above are very connected 
with university innovation, particularly if the New American University is positioned as an 
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innovation in higher education. Administrators largely spoke to the influence of innovation 
as a major organizational objective. 
I think one of the important things we've learned is that one of the reasons we have 
been able to be successful because entrepreneurship and innovation are an 
institutional value and not a value held by one or more departments but infused 
without. 
One example of this commitment is multiple departments, interdisciplinary groups, and 
collaborations being formed that are innovation specialists located in intermediary 
departments. This was both to rapidly expand the breadth and depth of innovation practices, 
and also to remove this burden from other administrators in the university who are 
responsible for other core functions. In the context of the New American University, 
departments are getting new identities as master learners of innovation, much like students 
are being challenged to become master learners of engagement and impact. The final 
category of response was skills needed to realize such goals. It is important to note that these 
skills were articulated as objectives. In particular, administrators wanted to strengthen 
individual and department capacity, fuel efforts through acquisition of specialized resources, 
inform the community about these efforts, and use new and evolving technology practices to 
achieve the primary objective of ideation and engagement through innovation. From these 
findings it is observed that genuine organizational commitment can be measured through the 
reorganization of department structure and the acquisition of professionals whose primary 
focus is creating open innovation projects on a regular basis within the organization. 
 Alignment. It was predicted that the organizational outcomes would be slightly 
different for each administrative group within the university. The analysis shows there was 
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more consistency than anticipated. Every university administrative group noted that the role 
of 10,000 Solutions was to experiment with an online platform that is used for ideation, 
community engagement, entrepreneurship, and collaboration. A second shared theme that 
was that 10,000 Solutions was an effort to change the culture of the university to better 
reflect the organizational goals of the New American University. Administrators of all 
categories knew there was organizational support for endeavors like this platform. The 
leader managers had a bit of a broader view than the leadership staff or the intermediary 
groups when articulating what 10,000 Solutions was to accomplish in that it was couched as 
one of many investments experimenting with innovation and entrepreneurship using grant 
resources. The data confirmed alignment within department groups, as predicted. This was 
particularly notable for the research team who included the shared objective of the other 
groups regarding engagement and ideation, but also specifically reference participatory action 
research, and study of how individual use a platform of this nature. There was one outlier in 
organizational outcomes, which was the response of the external consultant. There was no 
mention of the substantive objectives of the platform; instead the consultant said the 
purpose of 10,000 Solutions was to deliver video based solutions for people to deliver 
content. This response was very out of alignment, indicating that the contractor was deeply 
out of touch with the goals of the platform.  
Governing Variables 
 Concept. The governing variable is an articulation of the values being promoted 
through university programming. The responses to this interview question from respondents 
were smaller scale pieces that built up to the design principles of the New American 
University. This is articulated in two ways; the first articulation being that of skills that the 
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university community is intended to achieve. To say that action is a theme in the interview 
responses is an understatement, and strongly confirmed the proposition for this concept. 
Values promoted for students are continually ideate in innovation and entrepreneurship 
efforts. Ideas are not the only objective, but to ideate as part of a community, to build on 
ideas, and translate ideas to action. A missing piece in responses was discussion of an 
evaluation guide for measuring action and impact that took place following participation. 
Such an evaluation guide could be present in university operations, but was not present in 
interview responses. There also were not specific discussions of how successful actions 
resulting from open innovation participation are shared across the university. Individual 
characteristics that are to be strengthened through experience participating in open 
innovation is to create an identity of problem solving agency, with knowledge that student 
voice an action can have an impact on real world problems immediately. Almost every 
respondent mentioned that optimal participation at the university should be both broad and 
diverse, and participation should increase individual capacity for future engagement.  
We really valued that ideation was a good habit, a good muscle to flex, and it isn't 
something we do naturally, it's not a process that we do. Ideating and publishing is 
even more impactful. I think that it spoke to the notion of lots of us can sit on the 
couch and have ideas about things. The difference between that person and the 
social innovator-entrepreneur is the person that says "I'm actually going to do 
something about this." I think the strong value was that first step which was so 
important. Then the notion is that there must be other things that come to bear in 
partnership with the idea to help people move the idea to the next level. 
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A valuable insight from the governing variable responses was that it isn't enough to promote 
the values of the New American University at the individual level, but that this cultural and 
structural shift must take place at the organizational level as well, "The strategy was that we 
made innovation a prime objective; we made innovation more important than tradition." 
This was a dimension I had not predicted above, but there is a clear differentiation about 
what must take place at the organizational level to make the individual level possible. There 
are multiple references to the leadership of President Crow being instrumental in making this 
change happen at the organizational level, such as breaking up traditional academic 
departments to create transdisciplinary schools. The university takes an aggressive approach 
to supporting applied innovation through the experimentation with a variety of projects and 
accepting that not all will be successful, which can include accepting ideas from partners and 
donors outside the university system. Access and diversity of the university population is a 
guiding principle throughout the university efforts. There are also indications at the 
university level of creating resilient and active learners, and consider a successful student 
experience to include academic achievement, engagement, and interpersonal skills. 
 Alignment. The governing variables responses were consistent with the outcome 
objectives, as predicted. There were also indications of increasing specificity between the 
administrative groups regarding what behaviors and actions would emerge from participants 
who used the 10,000 Solutions platform. Echoes of inclusivity, ideation and collaboration 
were present in these responses from all internal administrators. For instance, all four 
administrative groups discussed that participation on 10,000 Solutions was intended to be 
broad, and to challenge people who may not have engaged in ideation like this before to 
participate. The choice of broad participation versus elite participation has a substantial 
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impact on the outputs of participatory platforms. The majority of the time broad 
participation lends itself more to breadth of ideas, but not necessarily ideas with enough 
depth to be implemented without collaboration and revision. The research team of the 
collaboration had experience designing platforms for both types of participation, with 10,000 
Solutions being the broad design and the Policy Challenge, a collaboration hosted by the 
White House, had narrow, expert participation. The following quote from a manager in a 
leadership organization best articulates the responses from administrators: 
10,000 Solutions in my mind was meant to focus on this (wide) part of the funnel, 
the opening, showing that all of the ideas that come through the funnel have value, 
and that as a university like ASU, with so many students, we can’t afford to just do a 
trickle model where we congratulate ourselves and a few people a year on becoming 
entrepreneurs. We need to figure out how to celebrate this entrepreneurial identity of 
all of our students.  So if all of our students are going to project an entrepreneurial 
identity, the thought was like, "Well, what if every single one of them had an idea, 
and they posted it on this platform, and other people engaged with them on it?" 
Broad participation was also paired with broad choice on the platform itself; in this way 
10,000 Solutions differed from the majority of participatory platforms in the field at that 
time which tended to only invite participation in response to organizational challenges or 
asks. Here two organizational values are beginning to be articulated that became design 
choices for the platform. There were no barriers to eligibility for participation on the 
platform. When described by administrators, 10,000 Solutions participants could be anyone, 
at any age, living anywhere. Instead of narrow challenge prompts, the initial design of 10,000 
Solutions relied on eight broad challenge categories that people could post about. This was 
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an area where, from an operational point of view, the external contractor was more 
consistent with the governing variable response; the task at this level for the design company 
was to provide a taxonomy for participation that included fields, categories, and the ability to 
post video content. Responses from intermediary staff respondents gave one more detailed 
design feature, which was the goal of including feedback to improve ideation and advance 
ideas closer to a state for viable implementation.  
Action Strategies 
 Concept. The design in action strategies is where the organizational outcomes and 
governing variables come to life in practice within an organization, consistent with the 
concept proposition. Action strategies can be categorized in phases. First comes the context 
of the actual activities themselves. Respondents noted that contextual prompts for 
participation tended to closely reflect the governing variables; there was a push for 
innovative ideation with the potential to be applied to address real challenges facing different 
communities around the world. Many contextual prompts pushed participants to engage in 
systems thinking on a broad level, though participation for many of these ideation activities 
tended to be smaller ideas fitting within the contextual umbrella of the effort. Participation 
tended to be broad rather than deep in these early practices, though over time there are 
indicators of heuristics that can deepen participation, such as providing resources like 
funding opportunities, training, and mentoring for participants. Second, is the presentation 
of the interface that participants use. A core starting point in design is ease of entry, so 
participants are focusing on the substantive challenge at hand rather than the operations of 
the program or platform. While many efforts managed by administrators took place in 
offline spaces, online platforms introduced hybridity into open innovation participation. 
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Three types of hybridity were identified. The first hybridity arrangement was unintentional 
hybridity, where activities were happening online or in physical spaces without intentional 
design and little connection. The second hybridity arrangement, the most prevalent for the 
majority of efforts in this analysis, is segmented hybridity. Segmented hybridity is where 
there is participation in online and physical settings that are related to the same topic, but 
have different roles and functions in the process. An example of this would be a 
participatory platform where participants post ideas online, then there is a physical event to 
discuss or judge the ideas. The third hybridity arrangement is fluid hybridity, which was 
evidenced in the redesign of 10,000 Solutions. In fluid hybridity, participation is meant to 
seamlessly move between the physical environment and the online platform without the 
requirement of a culminating event. This finding of different levels of actual integration of 
online and offline environments, particularly the unintentional hybridity arrangement, is 
supported in the forthcoming work of No, Mook, & Schugurensky (Forthcoming). They 
found that in a city-initiated participatory process there was very little connection between 
online discussions and face-to-face meetings; very little discussion included from offline 
meeting discussions in the online discussions, and no discussion of online discussions in 
offline meetings.  
 Insights on judging and lifecycles of projects were prominent among responses. 
Administrators were willing to experiment with their programming to increase broad, diverse 
participation. For example, in one innovation event judges were primarily older white males. 
The department managing the event had not thought about the gender or race of judges 
during the first planning activity. During the event though, the administrators noticed this 
lack of diversity and wanted to expand the diversity. The team intentionally made judges 
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more diverse in their next event. By making judges representative of the student population 
in the university, participation of females increased substantially. The inclusion of more 
female judges, specifically 55% as is consistent with the female student population at ASU, 
female participation increased from 12% to 27% in the next participatory event. While the 
administrator clearly felt there is a relationship when discussing this program change, there is 
no way to determine the causal relationship from the information provided in the interview. 
The phrase "next participatory event" is relevant. Iteration is extensively used as an action 
strategy. Administrators identified iteration as a valuable attribute by university leadership, as 
noted in the motto "Design. Build. Reassess. Continue." Many of these efforts at Arizona 
State University were cutting edge programming from around the country. The novelty of 
these efforts meant that administrators did not always know what was needed during the 
first design iteration, making redesigns important for effective programming. In addition, 
feedback from administrators and participants enabled administrators to advance design of 
their programming to better hit the core of the department mission. There were some cases 
where administrators had to learn through experience that a standard planning and execution 
phase would not be sufficient for open innovation implementation: 
Our whole notion that this whole process was linear was just faulty. It was a false 
assumption that we made initially. We started to realize that wasn't really the case.  In 
hindsight, I don't think we knew this at the time when we were struggling with it. 
There were challenges associated with iterative design and planning, including initial design 
"stickiness" where people in the university had a difficult time remembering the new 
objectives or a project or platform, and administrators had to continually discuss design 
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changes. Effective iteration requires resources, and the lean resource nature of the university 
meant administrators sometimes lacked resources to invest for an effective redesign.  
 Alignment. The action strategies question got administrators to explain the design 
of 10,000 Solutions. All but one of the administrators used this question to address the 
original design of the platform. The exception was a respondent who became involved late 
in the management collaboration. The preliminary design was open in design, login, and 
posting requirements. As mentioned above, the only guidance for participation topic were 
eight thematic categories for ideas including education, technology, communities, 
sustainability, economy, health, human rights, and discovery. The ideation field had enough 
space for a few written paragraphs, with an option to post a short video to accompany the 
post. Users could like ideas or build on ideas. The purpose of builds was to start momentum 
on moving from ideation to action, "There was an initial hope that there would be these 
chains of ideas that would carry along, and communities would organically form around 
different notions, ideas, concepts, and then participants would start working and developing 
the idea even further." The front page had previews of featured solutions. A design 
component with a "sticky" legacy was a $10,000 grand prize for one idea that was posted on 
the platform. The intermediary administrator used the term sticky because it was difficult to 
change the branding of 10,000 Solutions after its preliminary design, and the grand prize was 
an essential component of that design. 
 One component of an action strategy is how these designs were made possible. Part 
of the funding was given for the 10,000 Solutions platform development from Arizona State 
University provided from a grant from the Kauffman Foundation. Another funding source 
was secured by the interdisciplinary research team that formed to study 10,000 Solutions: 
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We ended up being the first ever National Science Foundation rapid grant given to 
something that was a non-emergency situation.  The criteria for receiving a RAPID 
grant are 1) Does it need to be timely? 2) Does it need to be done sort of 
immediately? and 3) Is there a reason that this cannot wait for six months down the 
road?  Our justification was that we were at the very early stages of what we believed 
would be a multiple year project.  If we can get involved now, we can look at the 
evolution of these platforms over time, we can look at lessons learned, and we can 
look at how different groups understood what the challenges were. 
 The procurement of outside funds for innovation experiments like 10,000 Solutions are 
helpful in that other university departments and programs are not vying for the same funds. 
It also indicates that administrators who volunteer or are tasked with running open 
innovation projects need to be prepared to secure outside funding. 
 10,000 Solutions was never intended to be an online suggestion box. Though simple 
in design, there were features, like builds, intended to generate collaboration and forward 
motion of ideation and action. At the same time, administrators were using their physical 
staff, spaces, and events to generate continued participation and action. The first design 
iteration of 10,000 Solutions can be labeled as segmented hybridity. Segmented hybridity is 
where there are connected activities that are taking place online and in the real world. One 
intermediary leader and one intermediary staff from different departments spoke about using 
hybrid strategies to move ideas towards action, or at the very least idea advancement. One 
example of early hybridity efforts was the physical gathering for the award of the final grand 
prize. Another example is hosting 10,000 Solutions related events to get online participants 
together in the real world. There were small instances of idea application that were both 
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encouraging and frustrating to administrators. Encouraging, because these examples hinted 
that the participatory ideation being discussed was possible. Frustrating, because there was 
not many of them, and no causal link between online participation and real world action: 
One of our change agents who would always introduce 10,000 Solutions to people 
who came into the space loved to use this example. He himself had published a 
video about recycling electronics, I think he specifically said batteries. His solution 
said he really valued sustainability and knew that throwing batteries in trash was a 
bad thing, but on campus there was no place to recycle batteries. He, like other 
people, had a drawer full of dead batteries just sitting there because he didn't know 
where to take them or that location wasn't convenient. He tells the story that he 
published that video, then he was approached by one of the facility managers here at 
the Memorial Union, and that person at the time was doing a grant for sustainability 
practices within the MU. I don't know if it was a direct result of the video, but they 
got to talking about recycling electronics and it came to pass that we were awarded a 
grant to recycle electronics including batteries. The station for recycling these things 
sits outside Changemaker Central. This change agent loved to say "Here's my video" 
then showed his video and would point to the recycling station, then say "This is a 
story about how this works". I think those stories were not very common, and I also 
don't know how much causality was truly there." 
The uncertainty of causality was an area of frustration for intermediary administrators in 
particular. They wanted to demonstrate that the ideation on the platform was leading to 
action in the university, and there was simply no way to know for sure. 
Satisficing 
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 Concept. Satisficing is a challenge for any organization or individual at times, but 
the pace of work at Arizona State University pushes administrators to design and launch 
their programming quickly. The theme of fast movement was pointedly discussed by all 
respondents, with an emphasis on the organization having a "consistent sense of urgency." 
Time frames for planning and research span, on the long end of nine months, with other 
projects only having a few months of preparation before being launched. There are times, 
either by choice or by assignment, when a team moves rapidly through the information 
gathering process to move on a project in development. Meetings, collaborations, and teams 
are purposely formed with pressing timelines to force rapid iteration. While the rapidity was 
included in the concept proposition, there were department level strategies and individual 
characteristics that were in play in gathering a foundation of information before launching an 
open innovation effort. In other words, while administrators noted that the sense of urgency 
and fast pace of work lead to successes, there are times when moving quickly means leaving 
important perspectives or groups out of project planning processes. There are some times 
when moving fast is a liability. There is a counterpoint finding to the sense of urgency, which 
is making sure the speed of the effort is not out of pace with the university. 
Entrepreneurship tends to attract a lot of people with big ideas and like ideas, and it 
can be hard at times to focus a team of really creative individuals who want to try 
new things and want to move really quickly that there's a chance that, there's a little 
bit of group think that everyone in this room and on this team can move really 
quickly and want to see progress and success immediately. That can be out of pace 
with the rest of the institution. Operating as a startup with a highly enthusiastic and 
energized team that still has to work within one of the largest public universities can 
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be a challenge at times. I think the lesson learned is that a good idea that is pursued 
too hard or too fast no longer becomes a good idea. I think a good idea only fits 
within the context of where it's applied. There have been some projects where we 
tried to do something too quickly without institutional support where that project 
has failed, not because it was not a good idea but because the team pushing it was so 
enthusiastic and they pushed too hard and too fast to build enough support 
The quote above has a connection to the Abilene paradox, where groups take action that is 
counter to preferences of the larger community or collaboration (Harvey, 1988). Whether 
action is intentionally taken that will make other administrators uncomfortable, or if the 
discomfort is not caused on purpose, a mismatch of pace and actions taken can lead to 
difficulties within the organization. 
 The strategies noted by administrators regarding satisficing were consistent. First, 
understanding the context of what the program or platform was supposed to accomplish 
was important, both in terms of within the university and in the broader community. 
Boundaries have to be established around the program design phase so that the research and 
learning taking place goes specifically to the issue, question, or challenge at hand. There is 
research of other groups doing similar work, whether that be other research, market 
practices, or examination of existing code in the context of an online platform. The use of 
student input is a valued information resource in the planning and design phase of many 
projects. In some cases, student input can include allowing the student government to make 
decisions about fee increases in order to realize the objective they want to achieve. Student 
input was included in some projects, such as 10,000 Solutions, but the students involved in 
the design process of the platform were not the students that managed the platform. 
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 An individual's personality has influence on how much research goes into a project. 
Personality matters in a discussion of creating operational changes and programming in an 
organization based on a philosophy of open innovation. This is a challenging adjustment, 
and cannot be done without persistent work of administrators. Respondents self identified 
themselves and their teams as a mix of quick start iteration tendencies and thorough, theory 
based research tendencies. Some offices capitalized on these personality types, purposely 
pairing a quick starter and a thorough person together to create a balance of foundational 
information. Another personality trait that was important was individual initiative at point of 
entry into an effort. This was especially important for administrators that joined a project 
once it had been underway for a year or more. There was a decay function in the amount of 
information foundation provided to new administrators. Administrators that are involved at 
the outset of a project understand the goals and know the choices made in planning the 
project. Administrators that join an effort once it is well underway do not have the benefit of 
experiential knowledge of the project's foundation. While the original administrators may 
explain the procedural steps to working on a project, the contextual background of the 
project and a comprehensive explanation of the choices made to that point may not be 
shared with the new administrator. Without independent research about the projects the new 
administrator would have a substantial gap of information about the project. 
 Alignment. Satisficing is phrased as research and learning that took place prior to 
the execution of 10,000 Solutions. It was predicted that intermediaries would have more to 
discuss in terms of satisficing efforts. For the first design iteration of 10,000 Solutions, there 
was a contradictory result from this prediction. Administrators from in a leadership 
department had primary responsibility for the preliminary design of 10,000 Solutions. This is 
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not unsurprising in a collaborative partnership and the categorization of administrative 
leaders and intermediaries. This staff administrator in a leadership department served as the 
primary designer. As discussed earlier, the research team joined the collaboration several 
months into the planning process and was able to contribute some input to the preliminary 
design. 
 As mentioned earlier, 10,000 Solutions had three primary administrative groups, with 
one external contractor. All had unique satisficing tasks. The Office of University Initiatives 
respondents reported approximately nine months of planning. Their preparation included 
market research, but more emphasis was placed on planning meetings and email 
conversations. The market research was on existing ideation platforms at the time like 
OpenIdeo. The research team did background research to articulate the contribution of their 
role in the management of 10,000 Solutions and to receive the Rapid grant from the 
National Science Foundation. The substantive areas of research in this instance were about 
trajectories of participation, and experiments with information display and subsequent 
changes in participation. The external contractor took the original code for 10,000 Solutions 
that had been developed by a staff member at the university and moved it to a Drupal 
platform. Their satisficing efforts revolved around looking at the platform architecture, then 
finding existing code and creating new code that would make the platform operational. The 
contractor noted that their time was spent time researching the security issues that are 
common with an open platform of this nature. The Changemaker department joined the 
collaboration after the first design iteration of 10,000 Solutions was complete and the 
redesign underway. Their responses about satisficing were about gathering user experience 
and feeding that information back to the collaboration to improve the platform. The 
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benefits of having partners in a collaboration have different satisficing tasks; diversity and 
specialization of skills is one of the assets of a team like this. However, if administrators only 
know the satisficing requirements for their part in the collaboration, that means there may 
not be a strong understanding of what the other groups are working on. In other words, 
potential for misalignment. 
 It was noted that Changemaker was formed around the same time as 10,000 
Solutions, and the platform was included in the department's organizational structure. As 
Changemaker matured and evolved, respondents found the structural orientation of 10,000 
Solutions "sticky" to change. The university population had a hard time understanding the 
new objectives of the platform in the second year. Though the Changemaker administrators 
continually discussed what the new objectives of 10,000 Solutions was, they were regularly 
reminding people in the university that there was no longer a final grand event at the end of 
the year and no grand prize, and that participants could now post more than ideas.   
 A shared theme for the internal administrators was that a challenge of researching 
participatory platforms came from their novelty in the field. When an effort is on the cutting 
edge of innovation, there is higher uncertainty, ambiguity and need for experimentation. The 
complexity of satisficing is increased in a collaborative effort where every group has distinct 
roles and skill sets. There are two insights that emerged in satisficing responses about 
horizontal information sharing across the collaboration, and vertical information sharing 
down the departments over time. In retrospect, these can be considered satisficing 
challenges. First, because every group in the collaboration was working so hard to fulfill their 
own minimum satisficing requirements, there were some times when cross-group sharing of 
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that satisficing didn't make it all the way down the department staff. This was not intentional 
by any of the groups, but it did occur:  
I don't think I understood at that point, or the students understood at that point, 
how unique 10,000 Solutions was. I don't think they understood the context that 
platforms like this were being experimented with in different places with varying 
degrees of success, and it's very hard. I think they struggled in ways that in retrospect 
made sense, but I don't think that they had the larger context to understand that 
their experience was not an uncommon struggle. Their experience was very similar to 
other experiences with platforms. Questions like sustaining participation, and 
building community, and building a critical mass, and moving from prescribed 
participation to ongoing participation were present. as they were struggling they 
didn't have the benefit of understanding they were struggling with some of the same 
things that people with PhD's were struggling with.  In hindsight, I don't think 
there's any way we could have known anything different than that. 
Second, over time there was an increasing need for providing background and operational 
information about the platform to new members of the collaboration. With the exception of 
the primary administrator who designed the platform, every respondent spoke about their 
effort to learn what had been done to that point to best fulfill their role:   
For the overall orientation, I would have provided the basics about 10,000 Solutions 
as a broad overview. For the first 10,000 Solutions committee meeting, these are the 
students directly involved weekly with developing 10,000 Solutions. I had developed 
a good understanding of the site's strengths and weaknesses. I gave them a lot of the 
same information as what I'm telling you. I wanted to make sure my team had the 
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history and background as the chair, since I wish I could have had that when I 
started. I covered what we had tried already, ideas that worked and ones that didn't. I 
also gave my first thoughts of where we could go with the program and the general 
timeline. I also gave new members the basics about how the platform worked. 
While unsurprising, an insight regarding satisficing for an ongoing collaborative process 
would be to take extra effort to share information across groups in a collaborative effort and 
within a group to reduce the chance of lack of shared context, history, resources, and goals. 
Single Loop Learning 
 Concept. Respondents had substantive insights to share single loop learning, many 
of which focused on change. For instance, when it comes to designing a program or 
platform, respondents spoke about how the organization changed their original iteration to 
better fit the objective or to expand what the program does. This includes increased 
influence from the community, increased complexity, counterbalanced by the driving need 
for basic functionality to realize any of the changes. Some insights were future oriented, such 
as thinking through how to move ideas created through programming towards action, such 
as getting ideas to administrators that could act on them. Choices were made, such as the 
removal of a monetary prize, resulting in consequences, such as addressing confusion from 
potential or active participants throughout the university. Another resource related response 
was an insight that if a project is being passed from one managing group to another, the 
project may fare better if some monetary or staff resources are sent along with the project. A 
prominent response made reference to the lack of understanding of the financial resources 
that are needed to make a successful project.  
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 A different insight on single loop learning was the importance of leadership from the 
organizational head. The leadership of Dr. Crow was specifically noted by eight of the fifteen 
respondents; not just his thoughts or evaluations, but his actual attendance at meetings with 
students and administrators. This is indicative of the influence that a leader can have by 
giving time and attention to the teams working on ideas. Co-creation with multiple groups 
was seen as challenging, but worthwhile for creating open innovation efforts with actual 
impact. The administrators working on a project with an external contractor universally 
detested the experience; lack of understanding, technical skills, and the conflict that arises 
from iterative design with a contractor that charges for each change was a substantial burden 
that contributed to the end of the project.   
 Alignment. The interview question for single loop learning was phrased to capture 
insights on designing open innovation platforms through the process of iteration. This 
question is interesting in that it asks people who were involved in the redesign of 10,000 
Solutions to articulate what that redesign was intended to accomplish, and the changes that 
were made. It was predicted that intermediary administrators would provide more detailed 
insights about the needs of the first platform and the changes made to the second platform, 
which was confirmed in the analysis. Needs articulated by the intermediary administrators 
were the creation of more connection, community, and feedback. There were functionality 
issues that arose from bugs in the platform code that needed to be addressed. There was an 
interest to remove the large $10,000 prize that came from both a lack of sufficient resources 
to fund a prize of that amount, but also interest in experimenting with more civic or 
community oriented incentives. A similar wish from intermediaries was creating momentum 
for action through the participation on the platform. Some respondents in leadership had 
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different roles at ASU at the time of the redesign, and the inclusion of the intermediary 
teams enabled the leadership teams to spin the project off. This is what that office is 
designed to do. They were still aware of the changes, but these changes were not "owned" by 
their office in the way that intermediary administrators did.  
 The articulation of the administrative intermediaries showed high alignment about 
the design changes made to 10,000 Solutions. The platform expanded from hosting one type 
of contribution, solutions, to hosting solutions, challenges, and actions. For challenges and 
actions, participants could serve as a host or a participant. This was in keeping with the 
interest in giving the users as much control as possible for ideation, and social action. 
Participation was no longer limited to joining or supporting, but could also include leading 
an effort. An additional design addition was that of individual profile pages. Functionality 
additions like automatic notifications were requested, as tools like this can be effective 
reminders to return to the site. The addition of all these structural changes is an articulation 
of fluid hybridity, where action seamlessly moves through online and physical spaces without 
the constant need of a large focusing event. The biggest difference in alignment was the 
understanding of how the solutions, challenges, and actions were designed to be connected 
on the platform. The research team was involved in this design change, and served as the 
point of contact with the external contractor, so had a better idea of how that feature was 
supposed to work. Had those connections been designed effectively, the other intermediary 
administrators would have discussed this more, but as this feature never really came to 
fruition in practice, it never was prominent in their experience with the platform. The 
language around 10,000 Solutions was revised away from an ideation competition to an 
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ideation and social action platform primarily for the university community. The platform still 
remained open to anyone.  
 Some valuable insights emerged in this question about design changes. First, there 
were continued discussions with all internal administrators about what it meant to support 
bottom up ideation. The first design of 10,000 Solutions used a big financial prize to 
encourage participation; even with that large carrot there were not many repeat participants. 
Early participation numbers and programming suggests that the "if you build it, they will 
come" moniker is not necessarily true. In addition, administrators were seeing that there was 
a real need to have a better understanding of an issue, and more explicit design architecture 
to have more substantial ideas present. The intermediaries gained an understanding that the 
design and management of the platform was more complex than anticipated, primarily 
because so few platforms were trying to achieve the functionality of design that 10,000 
Solutions was striving for with a group of administrators that had little or no experience or 
training in platform design. 
 Second, there were indications that administrators knew there wasn't a leader group 
of this collaboration, and there were always complimentary but different perspectives on 
what should happen with the site, who would pay for what, and what success and 
accountability means as a whole. This is not to mean there was fighting about the big picture, 
more that administrators were aware of the minor differences in preferences and no one that 
would arbitrate conflicts. One administrator noted that an example of this was that there was 
not an effort to get financial resources with all groups in the collaboration, but more that 
individual groups brought resources to the table. No one was upset that groups brought 
what assets they could, or that those assets meant that group had to fulfill certain 
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expectations with those monies. The following is a reference to the financial challenge of 
design iteration of a program like 10,000 Solutions:  
So we were all just taking our best guesses, at how this thing would work. Then I 
think, you know, we weren’t flush with resources. So one issue with this idea of try, 
fail, try again, have a culture of innovation- I realize that some people hear that, and 
they say, yeah that’s great when you’re rich in resources. But when resources are 
scarce, and every time you want make a change you owe the vendor who’s charging 
you x amount an hour, you have to do a cost-benefit analysis. So, I think that I felt 
resource starved at times. And I think that Changemaker felt that way in terms of 
staffing.  
It should be noted that the other innovation efforts at the university tended to be event 
focused with participation happening in a finite window. 10,000 Solutions had more 
ambitious goals in becoming a permanent feature of ASU in its use of technology and 
creating an environment of continuous change. The difficulty in realizing the goals of the 
second redesign of 10,000 Solutions does not mean that the team wasn't on to something 
valuable and innovative.  
 Third, was that the misalignment with the external contractor was providing an 
additional challenge in creating an operational platform and realizing the design goals of the 
platform. Every single intermediary administrator specifically reference challenges that came 
with having the platform's technical team managed externally. For the context of the single 
loop learning section, a segment of discussion about back end changes needed in the 
redesign, and requests for changes for research experiments are included in Appendix B. The 
contractor did not feel the changes made were difficult, but the research team noted that the 
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contractor did not really understand what was being asked of them in terms of back end 
functionality. The insight from these excerpts is that hiring a web design company may not 
be sufficient to create a participatory platform, as there is technical functionality required 
that not every web design company has in house.  
Consequences 
 Concept. Responses about the evaluation of success came in two areas. The first 
was about operational execution of the organizational objective and governing variable. 
Administrators whose projects were more straightforward had more positive evaluations of 
their success than administrators with more complex projects, consistent with the 
consequences proposition. The articulation of this evaluation dimension included the 
following questions: 
 Did the program function as it was supposed to? 
 Did people participate? 
 Were participants satisfied with their experiences? 
 Was any real world action generated from participation? 
 Did the program have enough coverage of the university population? 
There was an acceptance of the possibility of individual project failures in the larger push for 
integrating innovation, and that part a leadership role at the university was to train the 
management team both recognize if failure occurred and to move on:  
We generally have a fail fast mentality which is an innovation and entrepreneurship 
mentality.  You have to have the leadership of the organization be willing to accept 
that behavior.  So, try something, and if it doesn’t work, that's fine.  Move on to the 
next thing.  Don’t worry about it, don’t spend time analyzing.  If it didn’t work, it 
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didn’t work- move on. You have to accept failure, and you have to have your 
leadership team embrace failure. 
One administrator shared that while acceptance of failures is an espoused value of the 
university, failures are not as openly discussed in practice. This indicates that while 
acceptance of a project failure in the pursuit of realizing the goals of the university is not yet 
fully integrated into practice. It could also be an easy issue to address; additional feedback 
from university leadership to intermediaries could go a long way toward understanding how 
their project contributed to the larger work being done at Arizona State University.  
 A second dimension of evaluation focused more on the culture of ideation and 
impact within the New American University. One consistent metric used was if participants 
learned about a new form of ideation or action, and were more capable master learners. 
Administrators wanted to know if their programming enabled people to approach large, real 
world problems, not with the expectation of solving them completely, but either better 
understanding the problem or addressing a small component. There was an understanding 
that evaluation of a project can be mixed if it is managed by a collaboration of administrative 
departments, all with disparate objectives and success metrics. Finally, one metric of success 
was if any connections were made with new partners that could be sustained beyond the 
existence of any one program or platform.  
 Alignment. It was anticipated that administrator assessment of success of the 10,000 
Solutions initiative and its consequences would be mixed, and that administrators with closer 
proximity to the management of the platform would have a more negative assessment. In 
general, this prediction held true. The leader administrators, both management and staff, had 
more general and positive assessments of 10,000 Solutions than the intermediary managers 
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and staff. Within intermediaries, the staff had a more negative assessment of 10,000 
Solutions than their managers. Though that prediction held true in general, the assessment of 
consequences was much more nuanced. Given the complexity of managing 10,000 
Solutions, the different success metrics discussed by the respondents was encouraging in 
their breadth and depth. It is instantly observable that participatory platforms are much 
more complex to understand, design, and execute than other online tools like apps or basic 
websites. One of the most frustrating aspects for administrators regarding 10,000 Solutions 
was that all of the insights and advances in practice are not captured if the assessment 
question is simply if the site works or not. The consequences assessment of 10,000 Solutions 
will be is organized by nine themes below including ideation, design, functionality, 10,000 
Solutions impact, administrator efficacy, learning, research, partnerships, and innovation 
culture of Arizona State University.  
1. Ideation - Ideation was a rather straightforward success metric. Administrators in all 
groups thought 10,000 Solutions to be successful in getting people experience with 
ideation. This was particularly true for the first articulation of an idea. Ideation 
refinement or builds was not as successful. The administrative leadership's original 
goal for 10,000 Solutions was to generate 10,000 ideas. While that particular number 
was not reached with the platform, the leadership was satisfied with the amount of 
ideation that took place, which was around 2,500 solutions. 
2. Design - Design can be examined through the first design and redesign. 
Administrators involved in the first iteration of 10,000 Solutions thought the 
preliminary design to be successful. In particular the site was deemed simple to 
understand, clean design, and aesthetically beautiful. There were limitations in the 
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first design, but the administrators did not consider this a lack of success, as iteration 
was expected with this platform. The second design was done with a new, more 
complex goal of ongoing participation in a fluid hybrid environment. The assessment 
of the redesign concept was positive. Intermediaries were excited by the increased 
functionality that should have come with the additions of challenges and actions, 
profiles, and the improved functionality that should have taken place. A discussion 
of how functionality impacted the success of 10,000 Solutions is below. However, 
when being asked about the design concept and how it was implemented, the 
intermediaries noted that something was missing to realize the goal of ongoing 
participation and the creation of a new culture. Administrators were unsure exactly 
what it was, but responses ran along the lines of "a reason to participate was missing" 
and "participation alone isn't a good enough reason to continue participating." A 
design feature mentioned by many administrators that would have helped was a 
connection from ideas on the platform to university administrators. This was never 
put into action, but was very present in the minds of the people managing 10,000 
Solutions as the next step.  
3. Functionality - The functionality of the redesign was not successful. This was the 
biggest misalignment between the external contractor and the internal administrators. 
The contractor said the biggest success metric for them was if the platform worked. 
The response to this question for the contractor was yes; in particular the ability to 
post videos was mentioned. It was clear from the detailed responses from internal 
administrators that the contractor was not in touch with the project and dead wrong 
in his assessment. Technical functionality was missing in all sorts of areas, shifted the 
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attention of internal administrators from the higher level tasks of managing 
participation to making sure the platform worked at all, and ultimately led to the 
platform crashing. In particular, intermediaries noted that there was a tidal wave of 
spam that the contractor did not help with managing beyond putting a captcha on 
user sign in, notifications were never enabled, there was not an actual working back 
end to the platform as had been agreed upon, and the platform continually crashed 
to the point where it could no longer operate. While this experience is limited to this 
one instance with this one company, an insight into success metrics regarding 
functionality by all administrators was that for a platform of this nature, an external, 
out of touch contractor was devastating to the process and ultimate outcome of 
10,000 Solutions.  Administrative leadership respondents did not see the end of 
10,000 Solutions to be a failure, more that it was part of an experiment, and at ASU 
some experiments endure and some do not.  
4. 10,000 Solutions impact - The redesign of 10,000 Solutions was ambitious- creating a 
robust, ongoing culture of ideation about innovation, entrepreneurship, and 
community, moving ideas through to actions, and creating a state of fluid hybridity 
were participation seamlessly moves from the online to the physical worlds and back. 
Intermediaries had the strongest and informed opinion on this point, and the answer 
was that success was not achieved. They referenced quantitative, qualitative, and 
usage metrics to support this assessment. Participation did not flourish on the 
platform. There were far more one time users than repeat users. The build and 
connection functions were not utilized. Though there were occasional examples of 
an idea that was generated on 10,000 Solutions that were applied in the university, 
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there was no way to confirm if the idea posted on 10,000 Solutions was responsible. 
Multiple administrators wished that there was a concrete way to tell if ideas from the 
platform were the reason for changes in practice.  
5. Administrator efficacy - An insight coming from this analysis is that a vital 
component for managing a platform like 10,000 Solutions is to ensure that 
administrators at all levels have a sense of efficacy for managing the platform. In the 
case of the Changemaker intermediary staff, respondents expressed lack of efficacy. 
Intermediary staff were not saying that managers or the larger collaboration did not 
care about their interests. They knew the managers understood their interests and 
frustrations. It was not a lack of care that caused this lack of intermediary staff 
efficacy. Rather, it was distance from the intermediary staff to the core of where 
changes were being made. This happened in two areas. First, student intermediaries 
were included in the redesign efforts, but it wasn't the Changemaker staff 
intermediaries who were given responsibility for training people to use the platform 
and driving participation to the site. Their team had great ideas that could not be 
realized in the second iteration of 10,000 Solutions. While their ideas could have 
been used in a future redesign, the platform crashed before that was even an option. 
Second, the Changemaker intermediary staff were on the front lines of seeing what 
worked and did not work from a functionality point of view on the platform. If 
something didn't work, they were the people to find it or hear about it. While 
unintentional, they were so many steps between them and the solution to the 
problem that making changes in a timely fashion was exceptionally difficult. Staff 
would tell their manager the problem, the manger would tell the intermediary staff of 
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the research team, the research team intermediary would then relay the issue to the 
external contractor. There was also limited control in what changes could be made 
directly by the intermediary staff. Though they became expert in figuring out work 
around solutions, there was severe disappointment and frustration with their lack of 
control,  
The ideas the students had for changing the website, or wanting to 
implement changes to see that value, we couldn't do anything with because 
we didn't have access to the website. Students would be so frustrated because 
they would say "I could do whatever I want. I could be as successful at 
ideation for 10,000 Solutions that ever existed, but as long as I don't have the 
tools to work with, I won't be successful. I literally had students look at me 
and say "You set me up to fail."  
The insight for this success metric echoes the findings from King, Feltey, & Susel's 
(1998) concept of authentic participation; the intermediary staff need to be in the 
center of a collaboration, such as being one of the primary points of view included in 
decisions about the program or platform values, design, management, and 
evaluation, for a successful endeavor.  
6. Learning - Learning was by far and away one of the most positive success metrics for 
10,000 Solutions. All administrative groups agreed they learned a significant amount 
about managing a collaborative partnership, sociotechnical design, and implementing 
innovation. Another dimension of learning was that one successful use for 10,000 
Solutions was as a learning tool in classes throughout the university.  
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7. Research - There were some research successes regarding 10,000 Solutions. A 
significant success is the understanding of managing a participatory platform, this 
dissertation being example of that work. There were successful participatory 
modeling experiments that took place with administrative partners to improve the 
understanding of participation dynamics. However, there were technical experiments 
that could not be executed due to lack of functionality needed from the platform. An 
example of this disconnect between the researchers and external contractor was 
included in single loop learning above. 
8. Partnerships - Intermediaries and leadership administrators noted that partnerships 
with external groups were formed during the management of 10,000 Solutions. This 
project established university administrators as leaders in experimenting with bottom 
up open innovation. These partnerships included temporary collaborations, such as 
hosted challenges of the month, or more permanent collaborations such as the 
research team being invited to join the MacArthur Research Network on Opening 
Governance. Intermediary administrators in particular gained a great deal of 
experience by being a part of this 10,000 Solutions collaboration. The dynamic will 
be addressed in more detail in the interoperability section below. At a high level, 
administrators understood the challenges facing the team, showed empathy and trust 
with each other, and felt mutually accountable for the overall outcome of the project 
and having each partner group meet their individual goals.  
9. ASU innovation culture - The leadership and intermediary administrators felt that 
the 10,000 Solutions effort was one project of many within the university seeking to 
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implement innovation practices within an organizational setting. To that end, the 
project was viewed as successful.  
Discussion 
 There are three categories of findings resulting from the two analyses of open 
innovation implementation at Arizona State University. The first category of insights is 
focused on the upper most leadership of the university. The integration of open innovation 
into organizational practice is not a simple add on to existing operational structure. Arizona 
State University has made innovation practices an organizational priority and has been 
willing to make structural and staff changes to make innovation happen. Organizational 
theory and behavior discusses how leadership matters, and this was supported with my 
analysis. Administrators point not only to the language of leadership as being influential in 
their work, but to the specific person at the top and his team coming to meetings, integrating 
ideas into university programming, and taking feedback. One area of improvement from 
leadership would be more direct feedback and conversations with administrative 
intermediaries managing complex programming, 10,000 Solutions being only one example. 
Intermediaries indicated more disappointment and concern about the lack of success of the 
redesign than the administrative leadership did. A conversation about the contribution of 
complex programming would go a long way toward giving intermediary administrators 
confidence to be bold in their experimentation. 
 There are numerous practical insights resulting from these two analyses on the 
management of open innovation programming. I will not detail every insight again; instead I 
will discuss the bigger picture lessons that come from the detailed insights. First, 
administrators better understand that the design of a participatory platform or program does 
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not guarantee that participation will happen. Better understanding of the motivations of 
student participants and the motivation of participatory programming is needed; in its 
current form programming like 10,000 Solutions didn't push people into new forms of 
participation. Second, increasing the diversity of judges, together with other strategies like 
targeted outreach, may help to increase the participation of under-represented groups. Third, 
a missing piece in innovation programming is the ability to track and know if ideation on the 
platform or program caused action in the larger university. A related component is the ability 
to get ideas to administrators without overwhelming them; a working feedback system needs 
to be designed and tested. Fourth, doing a complete over haul and rebrand of a project is 
not the most successful way to iterate. A better strategy is to create a new program with a 
new name, and have administrators know that the two projects are related. Fifth, different 
open innovation projects have different levels of complexity, and therefore cannot be treated 
the same in terms of planning, time, and resources. Moving fast is an asset for organizational 
change in terms of open innovation. However, some projects with potential will not be 
successful if not given sufficient attention. 
 There are two unique contributions resulting from the concept and alignment 
analysis. First, is the detailed discussion of innovation specialists within an organization. The 
use of intermediary departments (note more than one) with innovation administrators is a 
novel and proactive approach to causing organizational change. If organizations really want 
to become more open, they need to be willing to invest resources in intermediary 
departments that can focus on that objective so other administrators are not overwhelmed. 
The use of intermediaries are indicative of a new component of organizations with a goal of 
using open innovation, and based on these results would be beneficial for effective 
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innovation implementation. Intermediaries with these unique skill sets and objectives will 
remain important even if all administrators become more skilled at innovation programming, 
if for no other reason than that is their primary job. Second, the research results identify 
three types of hybridity: unintentional, segmented and fluid. These are not just abstract 
concepts; the 10,000 Solutions case has concrete examples of what each hybridity 
arrangement looks like. Just because the second redesign of 10,000 Solutions did not achieve 
the goals of design does not mean there isn't something innovative and valuable discovered 
in that articulation. 
Analysis of Teamwork Responses 
Past Experiences 
 Concept. The training of administrators was both an asset and a challenge in open 
innovation practices within the university. Past experiences were an asset in that the 
university is primed for diverse collaboration where individuals have broad skill sets. In 
particular, administrators tended to have experience or training in the social sciences, such as 
public administration, community service, business, marketing, or program management. 
The one past experience that was lacking from university administrators, but present in the 
contractor, was technological experience. This lack of knowledge about socio-technical 
design was a challenge for administrators dealing with online or hybrid programming. There 
were administrators from two departments that had expertise in innovation and 
entrepreneurship. Knowing how to work in innovation is becoming a specialty skill. These 
results are consistent with the proposition of past experiences.  
 Administrators who manage teams were able to articulate some of the qualities they 
look for when hiring new people. In short, they must be able to not only survive but thrive 
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in the environment at Arizona State University. They are looking for people to be expert 
generalists, people are performers that can operate quickly. There must be a comfort level 
with ambiguity, and a corresponding ability to work independently to move projects forward 
despite that ambiguity, "If you are trying to introduce innovation into a mature industry, you 
better have a high tolerance for ambiguity."  Finally, prospective team members must 
appreciate collaborations and have an understanding of how their skills compliment the rest 
of the team. A job call for an innovation specialist has a demanding set of unique skills that 
many administrators are not prepared for.   
 Alignment. There was high alignment among administrators regarding past 
experiences in that they appreciated and understood the diversity of experience of the 
collaboration, and understood their lack of experience in designing a participatory platform 
like 10,000 Solutions. The leadership administrators brought experience with conceptualizing 
and doing an initial pilot design of innovative projects. The Office of University Initiatives 
specializes in creating a variety of projects and then finding homes for these projects in 
different departments of the university. The research team had expertise in the study of 
online communities, bottom up collective action, and civic participation. Members of the 
research team were the only individuals with direct experience managing a participatory 
platform before, that being the Policy Challenge competition done in partnership with the 
White House. The Changemaker staff had experience working with student led initiatives, 
and creating substantive programming around social change and community engagement. 
Again, the external contractor was the outlier in terms of response to this question. They felt 
that their team already had the experiences needed to execute this project. The external 
contractor did have experience in basic web design and management. Regarding the needs of 
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10,000 Solutions as a many-to-many platform, the evidence presented above indicates they 
neither had the skills nor recognized that they were missing the skills needed to execute the 
project effectively. 
Skills Match 
 Concept. The responses about skills matching were phrased much more in the 
context of what was learned through the experience of designing an open innovation 
program or platform, rather than having the more green administrators indicating more 
growth and learning. Respondents identified substantive changes about how to lead to 
authentic participation and collaboration in their individual efforts. These changes were 
encapsulated by the need to improve genuine listening and communication with platform 
participants, the need to integrate feedback to make the platform or program more genuine, 
and to embrace partnerships: 
The skills needed were the ability to listen to the users and what their needs were of 
the platform. If the platform the users' needs, it isn't a relevant platform for us. The 
ability to listen objectively, remove one's self from the platform, to be able to take 
feedback in an objective way, and then be able to work with our partners to 
incorporate that feedback into a redesign. 
Sometimes establishing partnerships meant that one partner had to be willing to take on the 
risk of experimentation and a willingness to share or give away success to make other 
partners willing to engage at all:  
Being a good partner, often times the role of our office feel like we go to partners 
and say "Let's go do this thing together and if it fails we will say that we were the 
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ones that failed. If it is successful it's your success". That gives a lot of freedom to 
other departments at the university.  
This is another indication that failure and experimentation is still not fully integrated into 
practice. Two of the intermediary departments that specialize in innovation programming 
noted that other administrators both admired them and were afraid of them. This is a benefit 
of having innovation intermediary departments. They both understand innovation 
programming and can take on the perceived burden of failure, which has the effect of 
increased experimentation throughout the university. 
 Another instructive skills match finding was about managing student administrators 
in bottom up projects. While this finding is in the context of university students, when 
dealing with the ambiguous nature of innovation integration, it is going to be valuable advice 
when managing employees in several different sectors:  
You must engage students in a certain set of assumptions that are givens, "These are 
the given expectations and outcomes, and to a certain extent you don't have the 
freedom to redefine those." At the same time you must balance a certain degree of 
freedom to design something that makes sense to them within those parameters. 
That's an additional layer that made it even more complicated. 
When discussing skills matching, there incorporation of those with technological skills were 
important to respondents. As noted by the accompanying quote, this does not just mean 
design know-how, but also how technology fits into programming, and how the online and 
real worlds fit together: 
There is a hard-core skill set around technology that we just didn't have in house. I 
think you have to be nimble, if something breaks you have to be able to fix it right 
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away. You need someone as part of the team who has technical skills. That goes 
without saying. The other part of it is you have to have this really unique skill set to 
think about the interplay between the face to face interaction and the virtual 
interaction. You need a perspective of the appropriate role of the virtual interaction. 
The virtual interaction is an outgrowth and manifestation of something else. You 
don't necessarily have to have the programming skill set, but you have to have a very 
good leg in both worlds. You have to have a skill set to know how to facilitate 
interaction and how is that translated into a more virtual space.  
A takeaway from this discussion of technology, is that the management of sociotechnical 
systems requires knowledge of function and content. Knowing how the online tool works 
and being able to fix problems quickly is essential. It is also only part of the task. The other 
part is knowing how technology fits into and advances open innovation programming. 
 Alignment. The prediction for skills match was correct in that intermediaries 
provided more information about the skills needed to manage 10,000 Solutions. 
Intermediary administrators pointed to the lack of technological skills being a limitation for 
effectively managing the platform themselves. They also spoke about the skills of 
management including knowledge about participation, online tools, the use of hybridity to 
advance an idea, and tapping into the skills of the partners in the collaboration. However, 
there was a second articulated response from all administrators in this section, that being 
why the three groups in the collaboration were a good fit together. Each member of the 
partnership explained why the skill sets of the others helped advance 10,000 Solutions.  
 One of the challenges faced by internal administrators was trying to realize the 
design aspirations in the platform. It turns out that managing expectations for what can be 
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achieved in one iterative redesign is an important thing to know for administrators going 
into a project like this. This insight from the external contractor was the most insightful and 
constructive about the challenge of managing expectations when designing online sites for 
clients:  
Preplanning and giving adequate time to have issues throughout your development 
process is the two things that help any project. I think people tend to say "Okay, well 
we came up with all this stuff now go make it." They don’t put enough time into 
giving adequate cycles.   Things take a lot longer now than they used to because of 
the expectation of functionality.  We now live in a YouTube/Google world. You get 
Google Docs, which is absolutely amazing as a tool, for free. Clients expect 
functionality of everything, including API’s and everything to work just as great as 
something like that, which probably costs, I don’t know, $2 billion in reality.  That is 
also thousands of man hours to make it even what it is now, and this is version 25.  
You know, version 1 was super lame.  So, you know, that expectation though from 
people developing things now is that it should be just as good as something from 
Google. 
The input from the external contractor demonstrates that administrators need to understand 
the limitations of their resources, including time, staffing, and funds, when planning a hybrid 
open innovation platform. This speaks again to the need for combined understanding of 
technology and programming capacity with set resources. 
Interoperability 
 Concept. As predicted above interoperability is a contributing factor to the success 
or failure of a project or partnership over time. Open innovation at the administrator level is 
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a study in relationships. Respondents needed to understand the landscape of administrative 
partners, being able to communicate, collaborate, and trust each other will be a significant 
contributor to whether an innovation effort thrives or dies. Negative politics or 
disassembling was highly unwelcome, and thankfully, not present in these interviews. The 
majority of respondents noted overall positive experiences with the genuine efforts put in by 
all partners: 
One of the things I enjoy most about working in the environment of Changemaking 
is the openness that people will bring to the table. They will leave pretense behind to 
come together in a unified way to solve something. That is renewing for me. 
There were different insights on interoperability depending on if the partnerships were 
innovation focused departments or if they were multiple department collaborations. Within 
departments, online task management tools like Asana were helpful in collaboration and 
coordination. There were assumptions that everyone in that team needs to bring their minds 
to every meeting and not only think about their own project. These departments tend to 
embed their staff throughout the university to better understand the university. There are 
times when the innovation departments had to resist the quick start solution methodology to 
expand the breadth of a program or project:  
There was not a clear organizational chart between the managing groups.  There was 
at times much confusion of who was responsible for what aspect, and who was 
accountable for different elements of the participation, design or execution. In 
general, there was responsiveness, there were positive attitudes toward each other, 
but there wasn’t the sort of activities and events that were necessary to make sure 
that everyone was on the same page.  Each of the different groups had activities sort 
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of on their own, where the other partners were not attending.  And making progress 
within different areas where there wasn’t sort of a common awareness of what was 
happening between all the groups, which might of led to miscommunication or 
challenges down the road. 
Collaborations were indicated across the board as an increasingly common and expected 
form of work. Respondents with experience in cross department collaborations indicated 
that there was a need for both shared objectives, and shared understanding of how the 
groups work together. If that piece was lacking, challenges arose:  
With great opportunity comes great responsibility. When given the ability and 
opportunity to see the entire system and influence an entire system, there's a lot of 
responsibility in doing so in a way that is fair to all those involved. A lot of 
universities partner with a business or engineering school and they deliver quote 
unquote university wide programming, but it's really under the guise of a business or 
engineering mission and vision. One of the things we've learned is even if we think 
we are going to primarily partner with the business school, we should open the 
dialog up to the other colleges and schools because it will likely inform it. Instead of 
doing one off deals with everybody, everything is a community conversation. It may 
be slower, take more time, and be messier, but what comes out the other side is 
stronger program that has more support, lasts longer, and there are fewer flashes in 
the pan and long term investment with multiple people buying in.  
This quote is illustrative of the double-edged sword of innovation programming. On one 
hand, administrators attribute part of Arizona State University's success at being a leader at 
open innovation implementation to the hurry up mentality of programming. The lethargy of 
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organizations is seen as a standard way of organizational operations that the university is 
trying to combat. The rapidity of Arizona State University is an asset. The counter point this 
quote addresses is that a one size fits all approach and speed is not appropriate for all 
programming that is taking place at the university. More complex tasks do require more time 
and more resources to be successful. The discussion of 10,000 Solutions in the alignment 
analysis is a demonstrative example of a project that requires this extra time and extra 
support.  
 Any gaps in information, delay in responsiveness in communication or making 
programmatic or technical change will quickly and effectively damage the success of an 
innovation effort. One particular recommendation was that if one is using an open 
innovation platform, it is highly important to have the technical team in house and part of 
the core design and management leadership. While the instance of using a contractor may be 
unique to this case, every university respondent involved in the project specifically reference 
how damaging the contractor was to the viability of the platform. In an instance where a 
technical company was hired by contract, the ability to successfully design the platform and 
make necessary changes ultimately led to the collapse of the entire effort.  
 Alignment. Interoperability is really an examination of partnerships, and in the case 
of 10,000 Solutions management that means the collaborative partnership of the Office of 
University Initiatives, the research team, and Changemaker Central. There were three 
predictions, and all of them were verified through the data. The partners in the 10,000 
Solutions collaboration valued and appreciated each other. Referenced more than once 
throughout the interviews was appreciation that each group took on extra responsibilities 
outside of what they could have to make the platform successful. In particular, the research 
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team took responsibility for the redesign efforts with the contractor and assisting with 
technical problems as much as possible. The research team also had two members serve as 
representatives to the other groups; one administrator serving as the management conduit 
between the groups and the other taking the primary technical interface role with the 
platform and the contractor. Changemaker not only provided programming and training to 
drive participation to the site, but they also curated content on the site, and were the front 
line administrators that found problems with the platform and passed the information on so 
it could be resolved. Every administrative group expressed appreciation for the lack of 
artifice or manipulation from anyone in the collaboration. Open, frank conversations and 
problem solving were identified as key assets for making the collaboration work. There was 
also a sense of solidarity that developed over time among the members of the collaboration 
was the novel and experimental nature of 10,000 Solutions: 
I think one of the things that you brought that was most helpful that I didn't 
understand initially was a real understanding of what an experiment 10,000 Solutions 
was. I think the whole time we were part of an experiment, and for a really long time 
we didn't realize we were part of an experiment. As researchers, giving that feedback. 
I remember there being a point in time when you did some early interview and 
interactions with the students and I think just being interviewed in that way lit off a 
flash bulb for them--"Oh my god. We are. We are part of an experiment. This is 
experimental! I thought this was just like another program we were delivering". I 
mean, every part of the program is experimental. 
One of the key success metrics mentioned between the three groups was the relationship 
established through the experience of managing 10,000 Solutions. While part of the 
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relationship was established due to the shared accountability and common fate for each 
collaborative group, the interview responses indicate that the genuine effort put in by each 
group and an understanding of the difficulties of managing a novel project like 10,000 
Solutions were what mattered most. None of the groups felt alone, and they felt they could 
rely on their partners to do their very best. 
 Second, while the partners valued the 10,000 Solutions collaboration, they also knew 
it was not a perfect process, and there were issues limiting effective management. In some 
ways administrator responses are captured on this dimension by the following quote:  
I don’t know that we ever really hit the complete sweet spot with this team idea. I 
think our intentions were all really good, but we kind of came across what’s really 
difficult about teams, which is, we all have different incentives and approaches. I 
think we were trying to walk the walk, in terms of how to be collaborative.  But 
sometimes that was really tough.  But I mean, not shocking that it was tough.   
While more aligned than I had anticipated prior to this research, the collaborative partners 
did not have perfectly aligned goals, objectives, and approaches regarding the platform. In 
some ways the awareness that there wasn't perfect alignment was important as all members 
of the collaboration knew it was important to discuss an individual group's goals and 
understand the goals of their partner groups. Financial and staffing resource constraints have 
been discussed throughout this chapter. None of the groups were prepared for just how 
resource intensive a platform like 10,000 Solutions truly was in terms of design costs and 
maintenance. Still, there were instances of resource sharing and contributing funds toward 
the redesign costs.  
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 The round table structure of the collaboration meant there was no ultimate leader. 
While this was appreciated, it also had its associated challenges: 
There was a shared hope that the platform would be healthy, but there was not sort 
of a clear organizational chart between the three different groups.  And so there was 
at times, much confusion of who was responsible for what aspect, and who was 
accountable for different elements of the participation. In general, there was 
responsiveness, there was sort of positive attitudes toward each other, but there 
wasn’t the sort of activities and events that were necessary to make sure that 
everyone was on the same page.  
A related issue of having three departments collaborating on one project was that the 
departments are in different locations. While meetings helped keep everyone up to date, the 
physical separation and work obligations meant there were projects and work being done 
independently of each other. Working in closer proximity was a desire of many of the 
respondents. 
 Third, the external contractor was a source of strain on the collaboration. The 
external contractor had experience working with the university on other web design projects. 
Those past experiences shaped what the contractor thought would be sufficient with the 
design of 10,000 Solutions. The gap of understanding was how different 10,000 Solutions 
was from anything else designed at Arizona State University or in the library of the 
contractor’s projects. The contractor never spoke to the substantive objectives of the 
platform during the interview, and did not seem aware of the functionality problems that 
were plaguing the internal administrators. Both the research team and Changemaker team 
spent substantial amounts of time and effort to combat the tidal wave of spam with little 
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support from the contractor to weed out the spam or improve protections to prevent spam. 
The contractor spoke about how they allow for some discussion of what can be considered 
in scope for a project and what is out of scope of their contract, a good practice that allows 
some discussion to take place. However, the contractor viewed back end functionality as out 
of scope at first, not understanding that that was a fundamental aspect of the redesign.  
Organizational Learning 
 Concept. Several insights on organizational learning articulated by administrators 
were at the programmatic level. First, ideation, while a great first step, is not enough to 
create a culture of continuous interaction. Administrators learned that there is a lot of 
responsibility for thinking about participation as the beginning of a relationship or practice. 
Having some ability for participatory decision making is an important component of a 
successful open innovation effort:  
I really feel like the biggest learning for me out of all of this is to really listen for 
where there is interest, and keep it as big as you can, "We are about cultivating a 
culture of innovation and problem solving, what do you think we should do to make 
that happen?" Then really listen to their genius in that. There is a delicate balance. 
That's the biggest thing, still providing the big parameter but giving more freedom to 
create what programming looks like inside that parameter.   
Administrators need to think about the next steps for interaction, such as connecting ideas 
to the organizational administrators who can help with idea refinement or application. 
Multiple approaches need to be made to capture the larger population of the university, not 
just the crowd of self-selected participants. Finally, administrators need to push themselves 
to better understand what their programming is doing within the organization  
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It wasn't until later that we started realizing about certain programs and started to ask 
ourselves with our students questions that I think can only come with maturity. 
"HOW does our programming promote a culture of service? HOW does our 
programming create a culture of innovation? HOW does our department challenge 
create a culture of entrepreneurship?" 
At the organization level, the insights were very positive when it came to organizational 
learning. Administrators were at times surprised at how much they were able to accomplish 
in a relatively short time span: 
As an institution we are capable of more than we think we are. We are able to move 
quickly. We are able to be nimble. We are a role model. We have a responsibility to 
share what we learn with other institutions to inform what they are doing. 
 New structures are being created within some departments within the university to handle 
the extra complexity that working with innovation projects require. There needs to be 
personal accountability for every administrator on a project to ensure the work moves 
forward. Failure is not a scary concept, but something that administrators understand can 
happen without catastrophe. There are new insights on metrics for leadership, particularly 
regarding collaborations:  
Yes, that was my point about working horizontally. Everybody can work vertically.  
The easiest part of leadership is directing effort down the organization. The, the real 
burden of leadership is demonstrating leadership across the institution, where formal 
authority is not yours. It is an important part of innovation.   
The last insight at an organizational level is to get a better understanding of where pushback 
or resistance to change comes from: 
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Resistance is interesting, it is usually a derivative of fear and protection. Neither of 
those things were activated in this case. I worked really hard to try to make sure that 
things like this don't get to the point where they activate fear, and thus resistance. 
Other things we've done have activated those feelings and those thoughts, but not 
this one. So, back to the core question: 1) Do it in ways in which they are not 
threatening to the organization, 2) Do it in a way where there's no resource issues 
that become part of a negative thought pattern about these kinds of initiatives, and 3) 
Do it in a way where it's not a big deal. It's a deal, but not a BIG deal. 
Administrators included in this research understand their role in creating change in the 
university. The task of making Arizona State University more innovative and open is an 
enormous operational and cultural change. Successful evolution of organizational practice 
requires genuine listening, understanding and empathy for administrators that are struggling 
with new expectations given to them, and provide many opportunities for practice. The only 
way to make this innovation change permanent at the university is to increase experience and 
remove fear so use of innovative projects and collaborations truly become a normal way of 
operation. 
 Alignment. The prediction that administrators, particularly the intermediaries, 
would have a lot of detailed organizational learning resulting from the experience of 
managing 10,000 Solutions, was supported. The prediction about fatigue was also supported. 
Respondents mentioned the lack of organized reflection on the entire process or their role in 
it, more that the platform crashed and everyone moved on to other projects. Each group 
had unique lessons based on their role in the collaboration. Leadership administrators had 
insights on how to provide staff resources once a project has been spun out of their office to 
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assist with transitions. The intermediary managers had insights about moving a project 
forward within their own teams, particularly in regards to giving staff administrators more 
efficacy to make functional and substantive changes to the program they were tasked with 
maintaining. The research team found that members of their team had to be personally 
accountable for accomplishing a research objective. In the first iteration there were only a 
few of the members to took a fully active role in executing research; in the second iteration 
the team had new members with more commitment to executing their research objectives. 
The Changemaker team learned how to design programming that focuses on the root 
challenges of social entrepreneurship and change making. They were able to take some of 
the 10,000 Solutions objectives and recreate them in a physical ideation event called 
Solutions Summit. They also understood that if you are asking students to serve as 
administrators and champions for a project, they need to have more control on what that 
project is doing, especially if the project is a larger collaboration like 10,000 Solutions. The 
intermediary staff strongly agreed that they learned that managing an effort like 10,000 
Solutions is much harder and much more complex than they had imagined. To create a 
project of value there must be balance; balance between the online and the offline, and 
balance between pushing people to ideate more often and to ideate more thoughtfully. The 
external contractors learned that working on some projects forces them to almost work 
backwards. Most often, university designers give exacting guidelines on everything, so the 
evolving and flexible nature of 10,000 Solutions provided some new challenges for their 
team. 
 Some respondents noted that they did not feel their group would be best for being 
involved in platform design again, though they would be interested in collaborating on a 
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hybrid platform effort if they could focus on their departmental strengths. At the same time, 
there was agreement that the management of 10,000 Solutions was instrumental on 
advancing their substantive work on innovation, community engagement, and 
entrepreneurship: 
Partially, 10,000 Solutions kept our focus on ideation and innovation problem 
solving as a value. It started there. I guess it could have evolved differently, but I 
think that experience not only helped us get to where we are now with that ideation 
work, but it also influenced some of the other ways we evolved as a team. 
Finally, a consensus insight was that 10,000 Solutions was an articulation of a larger effort 
within Arizona State University. They appreciated the organizational support for 
experimental projects that drive towards a culture of innovation and social entrepreneurship.  
Discussion 
 Creating a cultural and operational change to an organization is an immense 
undertaking. Saying that culture and teamwork matters is not a generic statement. 
Administrators at Arizona State University are undergoing an enormous learning curve for 
creating open innovation programming and making the university use open innovation as a 
regular way of conducting business. An easy example is that working within departmental 
silos is no longer the preferred way to conduct work or achieve organizational goals at 
Arizona State University. Working across silos is a skill that not many administrators are 
trained to do, and requires practice and expertise to do well. Open innovation requires the 
mastery of three areas: understanding of functional and substantive contributions of 
technology, programmatic goals, and the interests and skill sets of potential participants. 
Without all three areas, it will be very difficult to be successful at open innovation. The 
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practice of innovation, ideation, and participation is a skill that both administrators and 
participants have to learn. To that end, administrators found that creating more avenues for 
co-creation with partners and student participants was important for creating buy in, and 
ultimately successful programming. In bottom up participation, there must be balance 
between participant efficacy and voice, but also enough guidance and structure to make 
efforts effective. In regards to alignment; the analysis demonstrated that perceived 
misalignment was higher than actual misalignment between collaborative groups, which was 
counter to the alignment predictions. Still, that perception of misalignment impacts the work 
of a collaborative team. The final point comes about the discussion of the external 
contractor for 10,000 Solutions. The big problem with KWALL was only in part that they 
were external to the university. The operational flow was a hindrance for effective 
management of the platform. However, the bigger problem was the extreme misalignment 
with the university administrators. There was no indication that they understood what 
10,000 Solutions was trying to accomplish and had no idea how poorly they were executing 
the design of the platform. This speaks again to the need for the mastery of technological, 
programmatic, participatory skill sets, and consistent prioritization for all administrators 
working on an open innovation project. If there are differences in the skills sets or priorities 
of the different administrative groups, the project will not receive the support it needs to be 
successful.  
Analysis of Innovation Culture Responses 
Double Loop Learning 
 Concept. The proposition for the double loop learning concept was that the 
majority of respondents would see their work as contributing to the existing schema of the 
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New American University rather than the other rather than changing the schema. With three 
exceptions, this was true. Every respondent referenced the mission of the New American 
University almost verbatim. The respondents who thought their work did change the schema 
of the university were in leadership roles with a specialization for bringing in change. It was 
clear that the university narrative is set, and the work of administrators are working to realize 
that narrative objective. I will include the one outlier who responded with a strong 
affirmative:  
Absolutely. When I took this position one of the things I was told was that my job 
was to be incredibly disruptive and not get caught. It was said in jest, but there's a 
little bit of truth to that. Part of the job of being a driver of innovation is to 
challenge assumptions, to challenge, old ideas, bring new ones, and to make people 
and organizations uncomfortable. That (intentional disruption) is something that is a 
value and has been successful in generating change and innovation. 
It is not a problem that administrators did not feel their work was supporting the schema of 
the university rather than changing it. Double loop learning is less common in an 
organizational setting than single loop learning. Furthermore, seeking to realize the practice 
of the new organizational schema, The New American University, is a substantial operational 
and cultural challenge. The expertise being gained by administrators in this effort is valuable 
on its own.  
 Alignment. The prediction for double loop learning was that administrators will 
identify their work as resulting from but not causing double loop learning within their 
organization. This prediction was confirmed from administrator responses. Intermediary 
managers felt that 10,000 Solutions caused double loop learning within their own 
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departments, particularly in regards to what goals should be prioritized and how those goals 
are realized through programming and online tools. However, the dominant theme from 
respondents was that 10,000 Solutions did not cause double loop learning within the 
university itself. 
Organizational, Political, and Bureaucratic Factors 
 Concept. Organizational, political, and bureaucratic factors had findings that were 
consistent with many responses discussed above. As predicted, the ASU environment had an 
enormous influence on their work. Every single respondent referenced the New American 
University as not only a mission statement, but a way of work, collaboration, and evaluation. 
The attention and presence of leadership was appreciated by interview respondents, 
particularly that of President Crow. Challenges that were noted include difficulty navigating a 
university of the size of Arizona State University, and managing programs for that entire 
population. Over half the respondents mentioned the reality and sometimes challenge of 
running lean with program management. There are also challenges with projects getting a 
relatively short time window of intense attention. There was one instance reported of an 
administrator attacking a program for petty political reasons, but that instance was both rare 
and unsuccessful. Concerning external interactions, administrators noted that they examine 
peer groups who are also at the cutting edge of their respective fields of innovation. Utilizing 
long and short term partnerships were a regular practice of administrators in the 
organization. In short, administrators at Arizona State University are making the transition to 
open innovation practices, and appreciate their contribution to making open innovation an 
organizational reality. 
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 Alignment. The prediction that responses about organizational, political, and 
bureaucratic factors would center around the institutional culture of Arizona State 
University, and the realization of the New American University design objectives. This was 
confirmed, for both good and ill. The administrative leadership understood that to create 
organizational change there must be disruptions to the normal way of running the 
organization. Projects like 10,000 Solutions, not just its existence for students but the task of 
designing and managing for administrators, disrupts normal ways of doing things. The 
leadership respondents spoke about how learning to manage choices and tradeoffs is an 
essential component of the university culture. The intermediary respondents agreed that the 
culture of the university has highly influential and supportive of the idea of 10,000 Solutions. 
Where they gave pushback was that a project like 10,000 Solutions was not the same as other 
innovation projects and could not survive without more extensive investment, "You can't 
boot strap a project like 10k. I think there was an expectation that we could boot strap it, 
and I think there is an institutional culture of bootstrapping that didn't serve us well."  
Intermediaries spoke to that there was a choice of the university to really commit to this idea 
of a bottom up many-to-many hybrid platform and provide resources to continue pushing 
its evolution, or let this particular experiment end. In the case of 10,000 Solutions it ended.  
The research team had to serve as a protector role for the platform at one point in its 
lifespan: 
We did have a couple people that we had difficulties with, that did not necessarily see 
the value of 10,000 Solutions. At different times they threatened to even shut down 
the research, or shut down the platform because they didn’t think it was sort of the 
best investment of time or energy, or the best way that you could have a specific 
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project.  It’s unclear what their motivations were for you know, threatening to shut 
down 10,000 Solutions, or if they even had the ability to do so, but it wasn’t broadly 
seen as a universal success, it was seen again, as a part of the ecosystem within ASU. 
There is no indication that this threat to the platform came from the administrative 
leadership in this study; they were very supportive of the work being done on 10,000 
Solutions, and appreciated how it got students engaged in ideation and social 
entrepreneurship. 
 External influences for administrators of all groups were the few other organizations 
practicing innovative ideation and entrepreneurship around the country. These served as 
peer counterparts to 10,000 Solutions. There were also external partners that agreed to host 
a short-term challenge of the month to generate participation about an issue within their 
purview. These external contacts were discussed as additive and helpful for being part of a 
community of ideation and social entrepreneurship. 
Transformative Learning 
 Concept. The proposition in regards to transformative learning predicted that 
responses would be about complexity. The responses instead were almost purely focused on 
creating an authentic New American University. Administrators were again consistent in 
their assessment that they are all in the midst of a process of learning. There was a positive 
response about complexity that was also echoed in all respondents, that being that 
management of innovation efforts are significantly more complex than initially anticipated 
and take a unique mindset. In particular, successful teams have a different appearance than 
administrators may have originally conceived:  
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The strength of your own team is not as important as buy in across the institution. 
Having a rock star team of the greatest ten people in entrepreneurship and 
innovation ever would not help advance an institution or a culture for students or 
faculty or staff as much as having mediocre people but a climate and ecosystem 
where everyone knows it's a shared value.  
Administrators appreciated the role of intermediary departments that are tasked with 
creating innovation environments and opportunities. Administrators in the university are 
indicating better understanding of what it takes to effectively interact with participants, using 
techniques like the "yes, and" approach and that of the humble modeler where projects are 
built with participants not just for participants. Respondents noted a better understanding of 
how to be strategic with any future efforts, particularly those using technology as a medium. 
Administrators are not unaware of the challenges of an innovation mindset, "A culture of 
innovation is a double-edged sword, as it continually demands newness as a measure of 
success. This can come at the expense of focus on the present." The final insight about 
transformative learning is almost the "know thyself" mantra. Administrators emphasize that 
the way to keep organizational cohesion through the tumult is to know the people, know the 
programs, and know the mission to the core. For Arizona State University, change is 
becoming part of that identity core: 
I think keeping in place all the ideas you just mentioned, which are bottom-up, 
iterative, non-linear innovation practices allow them to occur, to facilitate their 
occurrence. Accept the defeats and move on. Find ways where you can stimulate 
many things rather than a few things, with the assumption that 70% of them might 
have a chance at success, and of those, half might be very successful. The others 
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might be marginally successful. You do all of that in what I call an evolutionary 
model, where you're thinking about adaptation of organizational routines as the way 
to drive organizational change. You're trying to change how you do this, or how you 
do that, and from this or that you are getting differentiated outcomes, differentiated 
ways of the organization adapting to externalities or changing internalities. In terms 
of recommendations, it's just got to be an organic process. It's got to be anything 
other than something related to the regular organization. It's got to be anything other 
than something linked to the way that organizations regularly operate. So, organic, 
fluid, interactive, adaptive, non-linear, bottom-up, all those things.   
In sum, administrators need to know their organization well, and in the case of Arizona State 
University that means understanding and embracing complexity and change. Part of this 
understanding comes from reflection on work being done. Half of the respondents 
specifically stated they appreciated the opportunity to reflect on their work and the projects 
they managed. The inclusion of strategic reflection on a more regular basis would be 
beneficial. This does not have to require extensive paper work, just purposeful pauses for 
reflection and feedback. 
 Alignment. Arizona State University is in a state of constant experimentation in its 
push to become the New American University in practice. The insights on transformative 
learning from administrators were at a higher level rather than an operational level, with 
questions like, "We are becoming students of creativity, and I think this is out of innovation 
push. How do you create creativity?" Administrative managers emphasized the need for 
challenging themselves to use the "yes, and" approach to new ideas, where the default 
response to experimenting with innovative programming is a default rather than the rare 
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exception. This change in mindset combats the idea that a university cannot design 
experimental programming like 10,000 Solutions. The leadership staff noted that they think 
there is still interest in the university for participatory platforms like 10,000 Solutions. In that 
case there is a great deal more experience about the management of a platform like this, 
which could contribute to future successes down the road. One example of continued work 
in open innovation is the creation of the Innovation Challenge, a university wide event that 
took many of the goals from 10,000 Solutions along with the new insights on program 
design that came from administrator's experience of managing platforms to keep the practice 
of innovative ideation going at Arizona State University. The leadership staff also used a 
current and future objective of the university to create authentic engagement. This was 
echoed by the intermediary staff, who urged that genuine collaborations and co-creation of 
projects will be an increasingly important skill to master. They also push for moving 
engagement activities beyond participation for its own sake, and towards genuine efforts to 
solve problems. A project desired by intermediaries would be the creation of an 
entrepreneurship component of Arizona State University student profiles. They want 
innovation and entrepreneurship to be as important a component of learning as coursework. 
The student intermediaries at Changemaker developed a pilot version of what this platform 
could look like and how it could be integrated into the primary student platform MyASU. 
The final insight came from an intermediary manager about the role of Changemaker in 
particular. Intermediaries like Changemaker, who specialize in engagement and social 
entrepreneurship, and have demonstrated a reputation for taking on large, complex, and 
unique tasks like the co-management of 10,000 Solutions. The argument was that to succeed 
at innovation groups like Changemaker need to be seen as leaders within the university and 
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given the resources to execute the tasks they have opted into, and the tasks they are asked to 
take on.  
Discussion 
 In this case study of Arizona State University, the cultural expectations of the New 
American University are accepted by administrators, and the process of articulating those 
cultural expectations through university programming are well underway. There is not a 
feeling of complete achievement, where administrators feel that the new way of operating is 
standard procedure. Instead, there is more a sense that the university as a whole is a place of 
experimentation, where challenge, inspiration, and discomfort are to be expected.  
 Administrators at Arizona State University were highly aware of the role of 10,000 
Solutions in the larger mission to master innovation practices that make the New American 
University a reality rather than an aspirational statement. There was agreement that this 
culture has strengths and drawbacks for participatory platforms; on one hand, there would 
not have been a 10,000 Solutions initiative without the support and investment of the 
university. On the other hand, platforms like 10,000 Solutions are more resource intensive 
than other innovation programs at the university and require additional support if they are to 
be successful in the long term. 
Conclusion  
 The objective at the outset of this chapter was to examine what Arizona State 
University administrators learned about design values, teamwork, and organizational culture 
through the management of their open innovation project or program. Condensing down to 
the bare essentials, I can demonstrate that the task of effective open innovation adoption is a 
challenge of culture change within an organization. Participants and administrators are 
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tasked to do activities they have never done before, faster than ever before, and learning 
how to operate in an interactive system where there is an understanding that not all projects 
will take flight. Regarding interactions with other partners, staff, or participants, genuine 
efforts are important. Even with that welcome attitude, efforts will not necessarily be 
successful without a vision, an understanding of what you are asking participants to do, 
functionality of the effort, and the ability and resources to make changes. An understanding 
of the organization itself helps guide individual projects forward, ensuring that open and 
collaborative efforts are being made to change the university experience for every person 
associated with Arizona State University, from the first day freshman to the university 
president. The biggest contribution from this research is the practice of three hybridity 
arrangements: unintentional, segmented, and fluid hybridity. Understanding differences in 
hybridity use can be added to knowledge about participatory programming, like the 
International Association for Public Participation's spectrum of participation. The use of 
hybridity can be neither a simple add on, nor understood at a superficial level by 
administrators, but deeply understood for its unique contributions to any effort for engaging 
the public. This is an extension of the evolving design of participatory platforms. In addition, 
the detailed understanding of open innovation intermediaries illustrate the structural changes 
and administrator responsibilities that need to be present to change the practice and culture 
of an organization. 
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Chapter 3 - Demographic Survey of Student Open Innovation Programming 
Overview 
 The previous dissertation chapter examined the experiences of administrators who 
manage open innovation programming within Arizona State University. The administrator 
perspective is valuable for capturing information about the learning curve and broadening 
the potential metrics for evaluation of open innovation efforts. While the study of 
administrators is an interesting perspective, it is not the only way to examine the case of 
open innovation implementation at Arizona State University. The use of different methods 
is better suited for different research questions that apply to this case study. The objective of 
this chapter is the examination of student participation in open innovation programming. As 
discussed in Chapter One, Arizona State University has a large population spread over four 
campuses in the metropolitan Phoenix region. The university also has an organizational goal 
of having the population of the university mirror the population of the state of Arizona. A 
demographic assessment of student participation can indicate which students are being 
exposed to open innovation programming, and indicate where changes can be made in 
future efforts. 
 The overall research question for this chapter is: what are the demographic 
characteristics of participants in Changemaker Central and the Office of Entrepreneurship 
and Innovation programming, and does participation have an impact on educational 
outcomes? This chapter is organized as follows. First, three research questions are posed that 
address different components of the overall research question of the chapter. Each research 
question has a contextual grounding and a hypothesis. Second, a discussion of student 
demographic data and Changemaker Central and the Office of Entrepreneurship and 
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Innovation program data is presented. Third, the results of each research question are 
presented. The chapter concludes with a discussion of findings, and contributions of this 
analysis to future research. 
Context, Research Questions, and Hypotheses 
Organizational Goal of Student Innovators 
 Context. A primary goal of Arizona State University is to be inclusive in its 
acceptance of students, which is a different approach to student enrollment than most 
universities who prioritize exclusivity (M. M. Crow & Dabars, 2015). A component of 
inclusivity for the university is striving to achieve a student population that is representative 
of the state of Arizona (M. Crow, 2016a). An additional component of the university 
objectives is to create students that are master learners, and it is argued that participation in 
open innovation programming is one way to train Arizona State University to become a 
master learner (M. Crow, 2016b). Therefore, it is of interest to see if the programming of 
Changemaker Central and the Office of University Initiatives is reaching the full breadth of 
the large and diverse student population of the university. Without comprehensive coverage, 
some students may not be exposed to programming that the university feels is contributing 
to an overall culture of innovation. 
 Research question. How does the demographic profile of student participants in 
Changemaker Central and Office of Entrepreneurship and Innovation programming 
compare to the demographic profile of the entire student population of Arizona State 
University?  
 Hypothesis. It was anticipated that the demographics of student participants in 
Changemaker Central and Office of Entrepreneurship and Innovation programming will 
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resemble the demographic profile of the general Arizona State University student 
population. 
Positive Relationship Repeat Participation and Academic Outcomes 
 Context. There is an established agreement that measures of academic success like 
grade point average are indicative of performance of meeting class expectations more than 
what a student has learned in the class itself (Astin, 1977). Arizona State University is making 
the claim that the change in its organizational structure and focus on solving real world 
problems provides students with the skills needed to succeed both academically and in 
pursuit of improving the world (M. Crow, 2016a, 2016a; Faller, 2016). Inherent in that 
argument is that the more a student participates in innovation oriented learning, the more 
competent they will be (M. Crow, 2016b). This is consistent with research on self regulated 
learning in higher education: self regulated learners proactively seek out information, work 
with others, and overcome obstacles (Zimmerman, 1990). In the case of Arizona State 
University, most open innovation programming is voluntary. Therefore, students who 
participate more in open innovation programming have stronger self regulated learner skills 
that can improve their performance in classes. For the purposes of this study, a question can 
be posed about whether repeated participation in open innovation programming has any 
impact on measures of academic achievement. 
 Research question. Are there significant differences of student characteristics 
between one time participants and repeat participants in Changemaker Central and Office of 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation programming? 
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 Hypothesis. It was anticipated that repeat participants will have higher educational 
outcomes than one time participants, particularly in terms of retention, grade point average, 
and graduation. 
Differences of Student Participation in Program and Activity Formats 
 Context. It has been established that there is a large, diverse population of students 
at Arizona State University. This means that one size fits all programming will not be 
uniformly attractive to all students. It is argued that the use of affinity spaces can be a 
powerful tool for the formation of shared identity among students and improvement of their 
ability to achieve a goal or complete a task (Gee & Hayes, 2012).  Students who participate in 
a higher education community, such as honors colleges, academic programs, student 
government, or athletics not only have better academic skills, but also connections to peers, 
support for university goals, and investment in university outcomes (Astin, 1984). It has 
been found that perceived student proficiency is a useful evaluation measure for learning in 
higher education institutions (Cassidy & Eachus, 2000). Crow (2016b) stresses the 
importance of innovative programming in many different substantive areas of the university. 
To understand if open innovation programming is effective in reaching the student 
population, it is helpful to look at participation trends by the programs and activity formats 
offered through Changemaker Central and Office of Entrepreneurship and Innovation 
programming.  
 Research question. Do participant characteristics vary across different program and 
activity formats provided by Changemaker Central and Office of University Initiative 
programming?  
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 Hypothesis. 1) It was anticipated that different student groups will be interested in 
different program and activity formats. 2) It was not anticipated that different program and 
activity formats have differences on academic outcomes. 
Student Demographic Data 
 Understanding the participants engaging in open innovation programming can 
provide insights into the spread of student engagement across this large and diverse 
university. There are three sources of data on Arizona State University students included in 
this analysis. The first source of student data includes students that participated in open 
innovation programming hosted by Changemaker Central and/or the Office of 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation. Both departments provided participant data for a number 
of their programs, which are specifically identified in the next section. The College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences Office of Student and Academic Affairs pulled individual level 
demographic variables using the list of participant data compiled from Changemaker Central 
and the Office Entrepreneurship and Innovation. All identifying information for student 
participants was removed by the CLAS Office of Student and Academic Affairs, so that this 
information for a student participant was not included in the final participation dataset. The 
student level variables included gender, race/ethnicity, graduation status, and academic status 
at the semester/year of participation, such as semester GPA, Pell eligibility, residency, major, 
financial aid offered, and full or part time status. A variable about retention is included in 
this dataset. Retention is operationalized in this dataset as enrollment status in the semester 
following the semester of participation. For example, if a student participated in a program 
in the Fall 2013 semester, they are classified as retained if they were enrolled at the end of 
Spring 2014. This differs slightly from how Arizona State University operationalizes 
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retention, which only examines the enrollment of students after completing their first year. 
This means that all comparisons of student retention in this study come with a caveat that it 
is not possible to make a perfect comparison to the definition used by Arizona State 
University. 
 There were no data collected about students who did not participate.  Information is 
available about enrolled student demographics at Arizona State University, and this is used 
to make comparisons of participating students and the general student population. These 
general student data come from Fall 2014, which is the most recent information available. 
Also included are the Arizona State University Quick Facts, (2015), which can be found in 
Appendix C. Additional data include Arizona State University enrollment trends by college 
and department (Arizona State University, 2014a).  There are 351 unique majors at the 
university.  In this analysis, majors were organized into six college cluster groups, included in 
Table Six.  These are presented in Table 3.1. For general student enrollment, only college 
cluster groups A, D, and F are included, as they directly matched the colleges included in 
student participant data. General participation rates for groups B, C, and E were excluded as 
there were missing colleges that were formed after Fall 2014. 
Table 3.1: College Cluster Groupings 
College 
Cluster 
Colleges Included 
Group A Letters & Sciences, Liberal Arts & Sciences, Law, Journalism 
Group B Nursing & Health Innovation, Nutrition & Health Promotion, Health 
Solutions 
Group C University College, Graduate College, New College, Provost 
Group D Public Programs, Public Service & Community Solutions, Business 
Group E Technology & Innovation, Engineering 
Group F Design & the Arts, Sustainability, Teachers College 
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Program Data 
 Both Changemaker Central and the Office of Entrepreneurship and Innovation have 
a vested interest in creating meaningful open innovation programming that is used by 
students and increases the skill sets that are highlighted in the design objectives of Arizona 
State University. Both departments volunteered their program and participant data for this 
study in the interest of learning more about the breadth, depth, and diversity of student 
participation in open innovation efforts.   
 Programs included in this dataset range from 2011-20151, and program level 
variables included are the semester-year of the program, the format of the program, and the 
activity facilitated in the program. The program format types included in the dataset are a 
class, event, camp, challenge, and platform. The activity types included in this dataset are 
ideate, inform, attend, and advance. Below are the specific programs included in this analysis: 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programming 
 Launch Day Classes - Taking place on Launch Day at Arizona State University, the 
Office of Entrepreneurship and Innovation gives ten minute classroom 
presentations that highlight the resources available for entrepreneurship and 
innovation efforts and shares a call to action with the students. These presentations 
are held for classes on all four campuses. This data are from Spring 2015. 
 Launch Day 1:1- A component of Launch Day is the provision of one on one 
mentoring for students interested in entrepreneurship. These mentoring 
conversations were primarily about hearing more specifics on entrepreneurship and 
innovation efforts. This data are from Spring 2015. 
                                                 
1
 Programs were available to students on all four campuses of Arizona State University. 
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 Open Pitch- Another component of Launch Day programming, Open Pitch is a 
competition where students present a two minute pitch to community judges to 
receive funding for their idea. There was not a restriction on the minimum 
development of an idea, so students participated based on their level of commitment 
to the idea. These data are from Spring 2015. 
 Startup Spring Break - This program is a five day boot camp where students work on 
advancing an entrepreneurial idea or project. Entrepreneurship and Innovation staff 
provide mentoring, curriculum. and workshops for participants.  
 Edson Student Accelerator - The Edson Student Accelerator is a group of more than 
ninety individuals engaged in accelerating their entrepreneurship ventures. Support is 
provided to these participants by the Edson Student Entrepreneur Initiative. The 
ventures can have external participants, though there must be at least one key 
founder whom is directly affiliated with Arizona State University. 
Shared Programming 
 Startup Summit - Startup Summit is a joint collaboration of The Office of 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation and Changemaker Central. The event is a one-day 
conference that provides workshop sessions and mentoring opportunities that 
connect students with information and resources for innovation. Data in this analysis 
are from 2015.  
 Innovation Challenge - The innovation challenge is a joint collaboration of the 
Office of Entrepreneurship and Innovation and Changemaker Central. It is a series 
of competitions that push students to develop entrepreneurial skills and have impact 
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on real world problems. Data in this analysis are for the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 
iterations.   
Changemaker Central Programming 
 10,000 Solutions - a hybrid participatory platform where participants can share ideas, 
host or participate in challenge, or host or participate in an action. Data from this 
analysis are from 2011-2014. 
 Woodside Community Action Grant - The Woodside Community Action Grant is a 
seed funding competition for student service projects. Woodside data used in this 
analysis are from 2014-2015 
 Clinton Global Initiative University Clinton Global Initiative University data used in 
this analysis are from 2014. 
 Changemaker Challenge - Formerly the Innovation Challenge, the Changemaker 
Challenge is challenge where students can develop a project, prototype, venture, or 
community partnership. Changemaker Challenge data used in this analysis are from 
2014-2015 
Ideation was a dominant activity in both Changemaker Central and Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation programming. The majority of programming included in this dataset had a finite 
time period for participation, such as a one-time experience like the Clinton Global 
Initiatives University, events or competitions that occur annually. The exception is 10,000 
Solutions. A participatory hybrid platform, 10,000 Solutions was designed for continuous 
participation. Though events were conducted for 10,000 Solutions, the primary function of 
the platform was to support continuous participation. Therefore an additional 10,000 
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Solutions program variable is the number of participation instances. Table 3.2 presents a 
summary of programs in this dataset. 
Table 3.2: Summary of Programming2 
Title Hosting Group Term(s) Format Activity 
Launch Day Classes 
Entrepreneurship & 
Innovation 
Spring 2015 class attend 
Launch Day 1:1 
Entrepreneurship & 
Innovation 
Spring 2015 event inform 
Open Pitch 
Entrepreneurship & 
Innovation 
Spring 2015 challenge ideate 
Startup Summit 
Entrepreneurship & 
Innovation 
Spring 2015 event ideate 
Startup Spring 
Break 
Entrepreneurship & 
Innovation 
Spring 2015 camp inform 
Edson Student 
Entrepreneurship 
Initiative 
Entrepreneurship & 
Innovation 
Spring 2015 event advance 
Innovation 
Challenge 
Entrepreneurship & 
Innovation and 
Changemaker 
Spring 
2013, 2014 
challenge ideate 
10,000 Solutions Changemaker 2011- 2014 
platform 
 
ideate 
Woodside 
Community Action 
Grant 
Changemaker Spring 2015 challenge ideate 
Clinton Global 
Initiative University 
Changemaker Fall 2014 event ideate 
Changemaker 
Challenge 
Changemaker Spring 2015 challenge ideate 
 
Results 
Student Demographics: Participants and overall ASU population 
 In total, 7,125 students comprise the participant sample, meaning that students 
participated in one or more of the open innovation programs (Table 3.3).  In general, 
demographics of participation in these programs and activities closely resemble those of the 
total population of enrollment at Arizona State University (Arizona State University Office 
                                                 
2
 For Changemaker programming, the term is associated with the terminal event of the program. For instance, 
the Changemaker Challenge ran from fall 2014 to spring 2015, with the terminal event taking place in spring 
2015. 
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of Institutional Analysis, 2015). Data from the Quick Facts report are included in the ASU 
% column for comparative purposes. Hispanic and White student percentages are 20.2% and 
55.4% in the ASU demographic report, and are 19.8% and 51.5%, respectively, in this 
sample.  That the demographics in the student participant sample resemble the overall ASU 
demographic profile indicates that open innovation programming has appropriate breadth 
throughout the university. Of the sample, 95.2% are undergraduate students and 4.8% are 
graduate students.  This is somewhat similar to the 81.0% and 19.0%, respectively, of the 
ASU student population, though there are more undergraduate student participants in the 
sample.  Resident students account for 65.2% of the participation in these programs and 
activities, compared to the 34.8% of non-resident students: student residents at the 
university are 60.0% and 40.0% are non-residents.  The majority of students tend to have 
GPAs in the higher range of possible values. The college cluster groups that participated 
most frequently include Group D- Public Programs, Public Service & Community Solutions, 
Business (28.6%), Group E- Technology & Innovation, Engineering (23.9%), and Group A- 
Letters & Sciences, Liberal Arts & Sciences, Law, Journalism (22.9%).  There are ten percent 
more students participating in the Group D sample cluster than in the Group D university 
population. There is an observed retention rate, of 91.8% which is 7.2% higher than ASU's 
freshman retention rate.  
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Table 3.3: Overall Sample Population and ASU Student Population 
Variable 
Spl* 
% 
ASU 
% 
Variable 
Spl* 
% 
ASU 
% 
Variable 
Spl* 
% 
ASU 
% 
Pell 
Eligible 
36.0%             --- Undergrad 95.2%          81.0% 
GPA 
 < 1 
2.6%  --- 
Financial 
Aid 
Offered 
89.1%          --- Graduate 4.8% 19% 
GPA  
1 - 1.5 
1.7%  --- 
Resident 65.2%          60.0% Full-Time 94.0% 82.0% 
GPA 
 1.5 - 2 
3.8%  --- 
Non-
Resident 
34.8%          40.0% Part-Time 6.0% 18.0% 
GPA 
 2 - 2.5 
9.1%  --- 
Caucasian 51.5%          55.4% Online 0.3% --- 
GPA  
2.5 - 3 
16.8
%  
--- 
Hispanic 19.8%          20.2% Group A 22.9% 27.4% 
GPA  
3 - 3.5 
27.6
%  
--- 
African 
American 
4.8%            5.0% Group B 12.2% --- 
GPA  
3.5 - 4 
26.3
%  
--- 
Asian 7.0%            5.8% Group C 7.7% --- GPA >= 4 
12.1
%  
--- 
Other 17.0%          13.6% Group D 28.6% 18.0% 
 
 
Male 55.8%          50.8% Group E 23.9% ---  
Female 44.2%          49.2% Group F 4.7% 10.5%  
Graduated 32.2%          49.0%     
Retained 91.8%           84.0%     
*Total sample population = 7,125; Total ASU population = 83,310. Null or missing values filtered for each cell 
These results of this assessment are encouraging in that the characteristics of students 
participating in Changemaker Central and Entrepreneurship and Innovation programming 
are relatively similar to that of the demographic profile of the university.  
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Comparison of One Time Participants and Repeat Participants  
 The second analysis on student participation is an examination of differences 
between students who only participated once compared with participants who participated in 
multiple programs. The factor of one-time participation or repeat participation was first 
isolated, and difference of proportion tests were conducted to identify significant differences 
in key variables. Results show that students who participated in more than one program had 
a significantly higher grade point average, 3.30, than students that only participated once, 
3.11 (p < 0.01). This confirms the hypothesis that there is a relationship between repeat 
student participates in open innovation programming and student success in university 
studies, though the direction of causality cannot be determined with this analysis. Another 
educational attainment variable that supports the hypothesis was graduation. Repeat 
participants graduated at a higher rate than one time participants (40.2% and 31.7% 
respectively).  There is no significant difference in retention rate through the next semester 
of their studies between one time participants and those that participate more than once. 
 In addition to the academic achievement variables, there were some statistically 
significant differences in student characteristics. Repeat participants were more likely to be 
Pell eligible students than one time participants, 43.5% and 35.5% respectively (p < 0.01). 
Repeat participants were also more likely to be offered financial aid than students that 
participated only one time, 93.1% and 88.8% respectively (p < 0.01). Of note, repeat 
participants tended to be significantly more male, 63.4% (p < 0.01) and graduate students, 
10.0% (p < 0.01), than female, 36.6% (p < 0.01), or undergraduate students, 90% versus 
95.5% one-time participants (p < 0.01). There was no significant difference in resident vs. 
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non-resident participation, or between White, Hispanic, Asian, or African-American 
students.  
Table 3.4: Difference of Proportions / Means Tests for One Time vs Repeat Participation 
Variable One Time (n=6674) Repeater (n=451) Test Statistic p-Value 
Pell Eligible 35.5% 43.5% 10.6 <0.01* 
Financial Aid  88.8% 93.1% 7.32 <0.01* 
Resident 65.1% 67.0% 0.555 0.46 
Caucasian 51.8% 47.0% 3.62 0.06 
Hispanic 19.6% 23.1% 2.97 0.08 
African American 4.8% 4.9% <0.01 1.0 
Asian 7.0% 7.1% <0.01 0.984 
Male 55.3%  63.4% 11.1 <0.01* 
Female 44.7%  36.6% 11.1 <0.01* 
Graduated 31.7%  40.2% 14.2 <0.01* 
Retained 91.7%  92.7% 0.378 0.54 
Undergraduate 95.5%  90.0% 27.1 <0.01* 
Graduate 4.5% 10.0% 27.1 <0.01* 
Group A 23.4%  (n = 1,562) 16.0% (n = 72) 12.8 <0.01* 
Group B 12.4% (n = 828) 9.1% (n = 41) 4 0.045* 
 
Group D 29.2% (n = 1,949) 19.5% (n = 88) 
 
  
18.9 <0.01* 
Group E 22.8% (n = 1,522) 40.4% (n = 182) 70.4 <0.01* 
GPA 3.11 3.30  4.99 <0.01* 
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Differences of Student Participation in Program and Activity Formats 
 The final research question of this chapter is if participant characteristics vary across 
different program and activity formats. There are five program formats including challenge, 
event, class, camp, and platform, and four activity formats including ideate, inform, attend, 
and advance. Appendix D-G include the tables for challenges, classes, events, and camps, 
respectively. There was a great deal of overlap in terms of program format and activity 
format. Table 3.5 is included to examine variation of the overall sample population, a unique 
program format and an activity format. The programs included are 10,000 Solutions and the 
Edson Student Entrepreneur Initiative. 10,000 Solutions was selected given that a great deal 
of this research has been focused on its management. It is the only platform included in the 
dataset, but its ideation activity was the most common activity of all open innovation 
programming. The Edson Student Entrepreneur Initiative was an event, of which there were 
many in this dataset. Edson is unique in that it is the only advancing activity, meaning that 
participants had an idea and the task of participation was to develop the idea further.  
 The first hypothesis for this research question was that different students would be 
drawn to different program and activity formats. Support for this hypothesis is observed. 
Pell eligibility is consistent between the overall sample and 10,000 Solutions at 36.0% and 
34.1% respectively, then plummets in Edson to only 15.4%. Female participation follows a 
similar trend, with overall participation at 44.2%, 10,000 Solutions participation at 44.5%, 
and Edson participation at 19.5%. 10,000 Solutions has more undergraduate participants 
(85.6%)than Edson does (56.1%). The most represented college cluster group for both 
10,000 Solutions and Edson was Group E: Technology & Innovation, Engineering. The 
second hypothesis for this research question was that there would not be a difference in 
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student success for students that participated in different programs or activities. This 
hypothesis was not confirmed. 77.9% of Edson participants graduated, as compared to 
58.6% of 10,000 Solutions participants. Edson participants also had better grades at the high 
end of the spectrum; for example, students with GPA's higher than 4.0 were 29.4% for 
Edson participants and 21.0% for 10,000 Solutions. 
Table 3.5: Participant Variation in Program and Activity Format  
Variable Overall Ideation platform 
(10k) 
 
Advancing event 
(Edson) 
Pell Eligible 36.0%             34.1% 15.4%  
Financial Aid Offered 89.1%          96.7%  100.0%  
Resident 65.2%          68.1%  80.5%  
Non-Resident 34.8%          31.9%  19.5%  
Caucasian 51.5%          46.7%  61.0%  
Hispanic 19.8%          19.2%  17.1%  
African American 4.8%            7.4%  0.0%  
Asian 7.0%            8.3%  9.8%  
Male 55.8%          55.5%  80.5%  
Female 44.2%          44.5%  19.5%  
Graduated 32.2%          58.6%  77.9% 
Retained 91.8%           98.3%  97.6%  
Undergrad 95.2%          85.6%  56.1%  
Graduate 4.8% 14.4%  43.9%  
Full-Time 94.0% 89.5%  80.5%  
Part-Time 6.0% 10.5%  19.5%  
Group A 22.9% 26.2%  22.0%  
Group B 12.2% 4.4%  4.9%  
Group C 7.7% 3.1%  0.0%  
Group D 28.6% 17.0%  14.6%  
Group E 23.9% 34.9%  53.7%  
Group F 4.7% 14.4%  4.9%  
GPA 1 - 1.5 1.7%  1.8%  2.9%  
GPA 1.5 - 2 3.8%  2.3%  0.0%  
GPA 2 - 2.5 9.1%  5.9%  0.0%  
GPA 2.5 - 3 16.8%  7.8%  5.9%  
GPA 3 - 3.5 27.6%  29.2%  35.3%  
GPA 3.5 - 4 26.3%  31.5% 26.5%  
GPA >= 4 12.1%  21.0%  29.4%  
*Sample populations Overall sample=7,125; 10k= 229, Edson=41. Null or missing values filtered for each cell 
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Discussion 
 The examination of the demographics of student participants provides an additional 
insight into the larger question about open innovation implementation at Arizona State 
University.   It is encouraging that demographics of the participant sample resemble the 
demographics of the university student population.  It indicates that open innovation 
programming has sufficient breadth across the university. The higher participation rates of 
Pell eligible participants was an interesting difference from the overall university population. 
The comparison of one time participants to repeat participants can be used as a success 
metric for Changemaker Central and the Office of University Initiatives. Though it is 
understood that many of these open innovation programs are optional, which introduces a 
self selection bias in the participant data, participating more does lead to higher educational 
attainment outcomes. There are some differences in participant demographics by program 
format that can be instructive for future programming. An easy first goal would be to 
increase female participation. It was interesting to note that Changemaker programming 
tended to have higher female participation rates than the Entrepreneurship and Innovation 
programming. At the same time, we know from the responses in Chapter 2 that the 
administrators at Entrepreneurship and Innovation were aware of lower female participation 
and changed some structural elements, in this instance raising the percentage of female 
judges, which increased female student participation. The presence of four campuses showed 
how offline participation can be a tool to increase the diversity of participants in terms of 
academic focus. This information can be used to encourage cross-campus, cross-discipline 
collaborations in future programming. There are opportunities to engage some of the college 
cluster groups that were not highly represented in this sample, specifically Group F- Design 
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& the Arts, Sustainability, Teachers College.  If administrators use the insights gained from 
past experiences and approach these colleges with a goal of co-creating programming that 
emphasizes their specialization and cross-discipline collaboration, some unique programming 
can be developed. This demographic assessment is constructive in indicating next steps for 
design, management, and evaluation of innovation, entrepreneurship, and social engagement 
programming. 
 In addition to this research's contribution to the overall understanding of open 
implementation in an organization, the findings serve as an intermediary step in a larger 
research effort of studying impacts of participation. For instance, one of the next planned 
research projects after the dissertation is developing a control group from the student 
population. An effective control group construction requires a stratified sample, and the 
results of this demographic assessment can be used to decide what the stratification criteria 
should be. Another project that can extend this research is the use of choice modeling to 
determine why students prefer certain program or activity formats over another. Much like 
the objective of 10,000 Solutions, this research is a case study build that can inform future 
research and planning efforts at Arizona State University.  
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Conclusion 
Review of Findings 
 The overall research question for this dissertation research was what administrators 
within a public organization have learned about the design, management, and evaluation of 
open innovation efforts. Within the context of the broad research question, I had three 
specific questions to study. The first research question asked about substantive findings in 
thematic areas of values, teamwork, and organizational culture and innovation practices that 
administrators learned in their work with open innovation. My preliminary takeaway of this 
question was that we now have a detailed case study for an organization who is proactively 
working to change the way it operates to realize its goals of innovation, collaboration, and 
applied problem solving from the perspective of administrators who are managing such 
efforts. The skill sets needed to thrive in an a first mover organization like Arizona State 
University are unique, such as the need to be comfortable with ambiguity, uncertainty, and 
discomfort, work regularly with diverse people and groups, learn how to design programs 
quickly, and how to deal with failure. The institutional support by the university was present 
in all of the administrator interviews, and illustrate that genuine commitment to efforts that 
will change the organization, not just lip service and half hearted investments, are absolutely 
vital in the success of open innovation adoption. It is observed that intermediary 
departments are a resource that can expand and advance open innovation without causing 
undue burden on administrators in more traditional departments. An administrative team, or 
teams that specialize in innovation have great value to creating this culture change within an 
organization.  
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 The second research question asked about the extent to which different 
administrator groups aligned in their understanding of the three dimensions of values, 
teamwork, and organizational culture and innovation practices. In the particular case of 
10,000 Solutions, the university administrator groups tended to be more aligned in their 
articulations of objectives, actions, stressors, and outcomes than anticipated at the outset of 
the study. What seemed to be more important than complete alignment between the groups 
was almost complete alignment, with the understanding that there wasn't complete 
alignment, with a shared cause, and trust in their collaborative partners. Unfortunately for 
the case of 10,000 Solutions, the external contractor was a substantial liability. A 
technological management team to design a participatory platform does not have to be 
internal to the organization for success, though it is helpful to have remove the iteration 
barrier of contract agreements. What is important for administrators to look for when 
seeking a design management team is an understanding of the programmatic goals, the 
desires of technology to enhance the programmatic goals, and provide thoughtful input and 
feedback into design changes made to a participatory platform.  
 The administrator alignment study illustrates that when it comes to innovation 
programming, some formats are much more complex and resource intensive than others. 
The management of a many-to-many participatory platform requires programmatic 
expertise, technical expertise, quick iteration, an effective collaborative environment, and 
sufficient staffing and financial resources to make necessary changes. I observed that it is 
extremely important to have the administrators who interact with the public on a daily basis, 
in this case it was the Changemaker intermediary staff, be more involved in any design 
changes to a platform like this, and have a much closer connection to the technical 
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management of the platform. Through the lessons gained from the 10,000 Solutions case, 
the technical team needs to understand the substantive and technical needs of a platform for 
it to be successful. While this case emphasized that the external nature of the contractor was 
a liability, another contractor may not be. The amount of learning gained by each 
participating administrator was immense compared to their starting point, and that this 
experience came with a great deal of fatigue. Planning for innovation integration in an 
organization needs to take a long view to reduce administrator burn out. This long view does 
not have to mean keeping a project like 10,000 Solutions going in perpetuity. The insights 
from Chapter 2 illustrate that administrators need to know that a project can be put to rest if 
ineffective or if it reaches the end of its lifecycle. Some criteria that can be used for 
indicating the need to end a project are lack of resources, lack of support from some to all of 
the collaborative management, more effective programmatic or online tools to advance the 
work in a different form, or extended lack of engagement of potential participants. Rather, 
administrators need to understand what behaviors are being created or strengthened through 
participation in the platform and program, continually seek to match design aspirations to 
design reality, and provide sufficient resources for administrators to complete the project 
they are asked to manage.  
 The third research question provided a demographic assessment of student 
participation in open innovation programming at Arizona State University. A first easy, yet 
important insight was that to understand the reach of innovation programming in an 
organization that is proactively integrating such practices into their work, looking at one 
department's programming will not be sufficient. There were twenty-one programs included 
in this demographic survey that were sponsored by two intermediary departments within the 
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same university. The demographics of student participants were encouraging in that they 
resembled the demographic profile of the university itself. As Arizona State University has 
expressly identified broad and diverse inclusion of students, that means that the 
programming included in the study is likewise reaching a broad and diverse student 
population. There were a few participation gap areas, such as relatively lower female 
participation than the university profile, which can provide insights for future programming. 
In addition, the college cluster profiles may indicate opportunities for new cross-discipline 
collaborations. Programming was offered in different formats, times, locations, and 
substantive tasks. This assessment showed that students who participate in these activities 
remain enrolled and continuing their studies. 
 The overall take away from my dissertation findings was that 1) intermediary 
departments and administrators facilitate the process of open innovation adoption as a 
bridging force of departmental silos but are internal to the organization, and 2) it is possible 
for this change to happen, happen effectively, and happen in a faster timeframe that people 
may have thought at the outset. It is important for administrators to understand the 
complexity of the task facing them, be willing to operate out of their comfort zones, be 
unafraid of smaller failures in service to the organizational goal, trust their collaborative 
partners, and keep focused on the core objectives of the organization itself. The use of 
diverse programming, technological tools, and administrators who specialize in creating 
innovation project will go a long way to empowering administrators to rise to the task of 
implementing open innovation in organizational operations. 
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Methodological Considerations 
 This dissertation research relied primarily on qualitative data from a case study, and 
theoretical pattern matching as the analytical approach. I feel that the use of qualitative 
analysis enabled me to capture a rich source of organizational learning about the design, 
management, and evaluation of open innovation within Arizona State University. The 
experiential knowledge gained by administrators in this case study is valuable to the field of 
open innovation and public administration as there are now articulations of objectives, 
strategies, and success metrics for managing open innovation programming. The success 
metrics from Chapter 2 illustrate that a binary or limited dimension evaluation tool is 
insufficient for understanding organizational learning and cultural change. The addition of 
the demographic survey provided a different analytical lens to the study of open innovation 
participation. While the experiences of administrators is extremely valuable, that information 
alone is not enough to understand the phenomenon of an organization integrating open 
innovation practices. The demographic survey addresses one of the next questions that 
could be included in an assessment- the coverage of open innovation programming to the 
large and diverse student body of Arizona State University.  
 The strength of using different analytical tools is the researcher can look back and 
forth between the findings generated from each tool to gain insight about the overall effort. 
For instance, the demographic survey shows that there were many more one-time 
participants than repeat participants; the administrator interviews thoughtfully address what 
they thought was missing in the participatory programming or platform design that didn't 
encourage students to return, which was the call for participation aligning with student 
interest. Much as administrators spoke about iterative design, the use of multiple 
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methodologies and data sources allow for iterative research that can improve design. A 
challenge to be addressed in future research is how to measure someone's capacity as a 
master learner. The open innovation activities are not aspiring to teach students to be good 
at that one activity, but rather to know how to use a variety of skills and work with others to 
solve real world challenges. Continued thought on the use of analytical methods and iterative 
study will be necessary to study issues of this nature. 
Future Research 
 There are two directions in which I would like take this research to continue the 
study of open innovation implementation by organizations. The first is to continue a deep 
dive, which would more fully illuminate all the different people and programs at play, 
thereby allowing for a more comprehensive evaluation. Within the objective of deepening 
the case study, a priority participant group to interview would be the student participants 
themselves. I purposely constrained my dissertation research to studying administrators who 
manage open innovation, entrepreneurship, and social engagement programs. Without these 
individuals, there would be no working interface between an organization and its respective 
public. However, administrator objectives, management, and evaluation is, and must be, 
constrained by organizational priorities and needs. Therefore, administrators are naturally 
more likely to think about public participation in terms of how this participation can 
improve the service of the organization. To continue expanding the case study, I would be 
interested in following up with student participants who participated in the programming 
included in this dissertation. Student participants are not constrained by organizational 
prerogatives in their thoughts on open innovation. It is far too easy for public administration 
scholars to think about participation primarily from the view of the public organization; to 
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best understand what participatory programs are creating, it is best to not combine 
evaluations of administrators and participants. Of particular interest would be reflection on 
what the experience of participation taught them, and if any of the ideas developed during 
that participation has continued to develop into action. I would create a unique interview 
protocol with theoretical concepts and propositions that are consistent with public 
participation literature. In addition to learning the results of this study for its own sake, an 
additional study on alignment could take place.  
 Another component to deepen the case study is the comparison of ideation 
activities, what was included in this dissertation, with other types of participatory 
engagement. For instance, many students participate in student government at the university 
level or on advisory committees within departments and centers. Other students engage in 
citizen science research, and still others are involved in clubs and groups that make up the 
social fabric of the university culture. By interviewing these different participant groups with 
the same interview protocol, we could learn what the student participants gain from different 
types of engagement at Arizona State University.  
 The second direction in which this research can be expanded is to broaden it beyond 
the scope of this case study. An easy and fascinating first step would be to replicate the 
interview process with administrators in a variety of public sector settings. This would 
provide insights into how applicable the Arizona State University administrator responses 
are to the larger field of public administration. An additional opportunity to broaden this 
research would be to design and test an online feedback system for ideation. One of the 
biggest unfulfilled wishes of 10,000 Solutions administrators was a reliable way to send ideas 
to administrators within the university and have them respond. A key consideration for a 
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feedback system like this would be how to design genuine feedback for participants without 
causing an undue burden on administrators who do have other responsibilities that must be 
addressed to be successful at their jobs.  
 A final future research objective is to create a new opportunity of participatory 
action research to study how to get to open governance. This dissertation focused on the 
ideation and informing actions that are present in open innovation, as that is what is most 
prevalent at the moment. The objectives of the Open Government Movement are to make 
government more transparent, participatory, and collaborative (“Open Government 
Directive,” 2009; White House, 2009). It can be argued that transparency and participation is 
being experimented with a variety of tools and tasks in different sectors. However, there are 
very few instances, especially at a larger scale, of collaborative decision making. The next 
phase of research is then, how do we get to collaborative governance of public sector 
organizations, and what is the role of technology in creating collaborative governance? 
Continued participatory action research will encourage continued development of 
experimentation by organizations, learning how to improve the process of collaborative 
engagement, and, perhaps, creating new opportunities for people to contribute to their 
communities in constructive ways.  
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Concept Definition Source 
Interview 
Question 
Concept 
Prediction 
Alignment 
Prediction 
Design Stages 
Organizational 
outcomes 
Organizationa
l outcomes 
are the 
combination 
of an 
institution 
and its 
preferences 
Plott, 1976, 
1991, 8 
What was your 
participatory 
platform or 
program 
intended to 
accomplish 
within the 
workings of 
your 
organization?  
Within ASU?   
The New 
American 
University 
mission and 
design values 
will be 
prominent in 
the responses of 
administrators, 
and will also be 
consistent with 
the mission of 
the department 
in which they 
operate.  
 
Each department 
will have a slightly 
different 
articulation of the 
purpose of 10,000 
Solutions within 
the department 
and within the 
university. 
Alignment of 
administrators 
within 
department 
groups in 
anticipated.   
Governing 
variable 
Governing 
variables are 
values that 
administrators 
strive to keep 
within an 
acceptable 
range through 
their actions 
Argyris & 
Schön, 1974, 7 
What values 
and actions 
were important 
to promote 
through the use 
of your 
participatory 
platform or 
program? 
administrators 
will emphasize 
an objective of 
active 
participation or 
learning. 
 
administrators 
will share values 
and actions that 
are consistent 
with their 
articulation of the 
organizational 
outcomes. I do 
not anticipate 
different 
responses from 
staff and manager 
administrators. 
 
Action 
strategies 
Action 
strategies are 
intended to 
keep 
governing 
variables in an 
acceptable 
range. 
Argyris & 
Schön, 1974, 7 
How did the 
design and 
management of 
your 
participatory 
platform or 
program realize 
the values and 
actions you 
articulated? 
Administrators 
will articulate 
how the design 
of the 
innovation 
effort 
contributed to 
the 
organizational 
outcome. 
 
 
Administrators 
will have a 
consistent 
understanding of 
the design of 
10,000 Solutions, 
based on the time 
they were 
involved. 
Administrators 
involved earlier in 
the lifecycle will 
know about the 
first design 
iteration, whereas 
administrators 
involved 
throughout will 
understand both 
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Satisficing people need 
to know just 
enough to 
make a 
decision, not 
knowing 
every possible 
piece of 
information 
or option as 
would be 
expected in 
rational 
decision 
making. 
Simon, 1997, 7 How did your 
team draw 
boundaries on 
how much 
research and 
learning was 
necessary about 
participatory 
platforms or 
programs 
before you 
began the 
design or 
management of 
your own 
platform?   
 
 
Administrators 
for the most 
part did a 
minimal amount 
of research 
before designing 
and managing 
their effort. 
 
Intermediary 
administrators did 
far more research 
and planning than 
the leadership 
administrators. At 
the same time, a 
consistent 
response of 
experimentation 
is anticipated due 
to the novelty of a 
participatory 
platform. 
Single loop 
learning 
Single loop 
learning 
indicates 
when an 
organization 
makes 
changes that 
are consistent 
with its 
existing 
norms and 
practices 
Simon, 1997, 7 Were there 
design changes 
needed to your 
platform to 
realize the 
objective of 
your platform 
or program?  If 
so, what were 
those changes? 
A majority of 
the insights to 
this question, 
and the 
interview itself, 
will be reflective 
of single loop 
learning. This is 
due to the fact 
that the larger 
normative 
change within 
ASU was the 
development of 
the new charter, 
which occurred 
prior to any of 
the efforts 
included in this 
study. 
 
 
Intermediary 
managers and 
staff have the best 
understanding of 
needs from the 
first platform 
iteration and the 
design changes 
made in the 
second iteration.   
 
Consequences Consequences 
in this case 
are indicative 
of actions that 
have intended 
and 
unintended 
consequences 
Argyris & 
Schön, 1974, 7 
How successful 
was the design 
and 
management of 
your platform 
or program at 
realizing your 
values and 
action 
objectives? 
How do you 
measure 
success?    
Generally 
positive 
assessments for 
projects or 
programs that 
were simple in 
design are 
anticipated; as 
design 
complexity 
increases, more 
mixed results are 
anticipated. 
Administrators 
with greater 
proximity to 
management of 
the platform, 
administrator 
assessment of 
10,000 Solutions 
will become more 
detailed and more 
negative in 
assessment. 
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Teamwork 
Past 
experiences 
Past 
experiences, 
both 
professional 
and personal 
are important 
aspects of 
what a team 
member 
brings to a 
collective 
effort 
Jones, 2001, 7 
 
What 
professional 
and personal 
experiences did 
your team have 
that was 
helpful for the 
management of 
the platform or 
program?  
Were there any 
past 
experiences (or 
lack thereof) 
that were 
unhelpful? 
 
It is not 
anticipated that 
specific training 
in innovation or 
online 
technological 
skills will be 
highlighted in 
responses. Of 
more impact will 
be administrator 
experiences with 
substantive 
innovation areas 
and the ability to 
manage such 
efforts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There will be high 
amounts of 
alignment of this 
question from all 
administrators, 
regardless of 
department or 
role. This is due 
to the novelty of 
10,000 Solutions 
as a participatory 
platform.   
Skills matching Skills match 
indicates 
individuals 
with particular 
cognitive and 
technological 
skills, and the 
jobs they are 
assigned to 
complete, has 
a large impact 
on 
organizational 
learning 
 
 
Hayes & 
Allinson, 1998, 
8 
What skills 
were needed to 
design and 
manage your 
participatory 
platform or 
program?  Did 
you need to 
develop a new 
strategy for 
managing these 
platforms? 
How did your 
team and (if 
applicable) 
your partners 
divvy up those 
responsibilities? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Administrators 
with open 
innovation 
experience will 
have a strong 
sense of the 
skills needed to 
successfully run 
a project or 
program. 
 
 
Administrators 
with daily 
managerial roles 
for 10,000 
Solutions will 
have a richer 
description of 
what is needed on 
a team. These will 
primarily be 
intermediaries as 
they have the job 
of design and 
management of 
the platform.  
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Interoperability Interoperabilit
y is the 
property of a 
system that 
allows 
different 
groups to 
communicate, 
collaborate, 
and 
coordinate in 
the execution 
of an effort 
Cresswell et al. 
(2004); 
Gottschalk, 
2009);  
(Pardo et al., 
2011, 6); 
(Schaffers et 
al., 2011); 
Peristeras & 
Tarabanis, 
(2000).  
 
How did the 
different 
groups 
managing your 
participatory 
platform or 
program 
communicate, 
coordinate, and 
collaborate?  
What would 
you say these 
groups were 
good at doing 
together Were 
there times 
where the 
groups had 
different or 
conflicting 
ideas of what 
needed to be 
done?   
Interoperability 
is vitally 
important for 
the outcome of 
each innovation 
effort. It is 
anticipated that 
this question can 
be a way of 
assessing how 
the 
administrators 
themselves are 
becoming 
master learners 
of innovation 
practices.  
 
All partners value 
and appreciate 
each other. All 
partners will 
express that 
collaboration was 
not perfect, and 
there were issues 
limiting effective 
management. 
Administrators 
internal to the 
university will 
express 
frustration with 
the external 
contractor. 
Organizational 
learning 
Organizationa
l learning is 
when human 
institutions 
are influenced 
to change 
both by 
external 
pressures and 
internal 
efforts of 
individuals; 
this change in 
turn 
influences 
different 
expectations 
of individuals 
and 
conceptions 
of 
institutional 
capacity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jones, 2001, 7 What did your 
team learn 
about itself 
through the 
experience of 
running your 
participatory 
platform or 
program?  
What did your 
team learn 
about ASU 
through the 
experience of 
running your 
platform or 
program? 
Administrators 
will have a 
better 
understanding 
of what is 
required to 
make an impact 
within the 
university.  
 
 
All administrators 
will have a better 
understanding of 
facilitating a 
bottom up effort 
at the university. 
Intermediaries 
will have a 
substantially 
expanded 
expertise of what 
it takes to run a 
participatory 
platform like 
10,000 Solutions. 
More fatigue is 
expected from 
intermediary 
administrators 
than leadership 
administrators.   
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Innovation Culture 
Double loop 
learning 
Double loop 
learning 
indicates 
changes being 
made to 
behavior 
including 
scrutiny and 
willingness to 
change 
established 
norms, 
practices, and 
goals 
Argyris & 
Schön, 1974, 7 
Has the 
management of 
participatory 
platforms or 
programs 
caused 
reflection or 
changes to the 
goals, norms, 
or practices of 
ASU?   
Administrators 
will articulate 
their 
contribution 
more in service 
to the existing 
structure of the 
organization 
than in changing 
it. This is likely 
unique to this 
case, as ASU 
made an 
organizational 
objective to 
include 
innovation in its 
work prior to 
any innovation 
efforts. 
Therefore, the 
double loop 
learning is 
indicated 
through the 
existence of 
these efforts 
rather than the 
other way 
around. 
 
Administrative 
leaders will 
express more 
impact of their 
work on shifting 
the goals of the 
university than 
intermediary 
administrators. It 
is anticipated that 
consensus from 
administrators 
across the board 
will be that the 
impact of 10,000 
Solutions was 
useful but small in 
effect 
Organizational, 
political, & 
bureaucratic 
factors 
Organizationa
l and political 
bureaucratic 
factors asserts 
that 
individuals 
and 
organizations 
learn in 
connection 
with their 
environmental 
context 
Allison & 
Zelikow, 1999, 
7 
Are there 
aspects of the 
institutional 
culture at ASU 
that helped 
with this 
project?  Other 
aspects that 
made it 
difficult? Were 
there examples 
or individuals 
outside of ASU 
who influenced 
this project?  
Are there 
things that 
were 
happening 
within ASU 
that influenced 
this effort?   
Administrators 
will find the 
institutional 
culture of ASU 
to be a driving 
force in their 
work, 
experience 
running the 
innovation 
effort, and how 
they evaluate 
their 
experiences. 
Regarding 
influential 
people, internal 
organizational 
individuals will 
be more 
influential than 
external 
individuals. 
Administrators 
will articulate this 
collaborative 
management of 
10,000 Solutions 
as a result of the 
institutional 
culture of ASU. 
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Transformative 
learning 
Transformativ
e learning 
includes 
evolving 
practices and 
decisions lead 
to a 
transformatio
n of the 
individual 
making 
decisions 
within an 
organization, 
or the 
organization 
itself 
Mezirow, 1991, 
7 
Has the 
management of 
your platform 
or program 
changed the 
way you think 
about 
innovation and 
collaboration at 
ASU?  If so, 
what changes 
do you see in 
the future?   
Administrators 
will articulate a 
more 
sophisticated 
understanding 
of what is 
necessary to 
manage an open 
innovation 
effort within an 
organization. In 
particular, they 
will emphasize 
the complexity 
of management 
of such 
platforms and 
programs. 
 
Intermediaries 
will express a 
deeper 
understanding of 
their own mission 
in their 
department 
resulting from the 
experience gained 
from 10,000 
Solutions. 
Administrative 
leaders will 
articulate evolving 
understanding of 
using 
participation 
activities like 
10,000 Solutions 
to connect with 
the student body.  
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Values 
 What was your  program or platform intended to accomplish within the workings of your 
organization?  Within ASU? 
 
 What values and actions were important to promote through the use of your program or 
platform? 
 
 How did the design and management of your program or platform realize the values and actions 
you articulated? 
 
 How did your team draw boundaries on how much research and learning was necessary about 
participatory programs or platforms before you began the design or management of your own 
platform? 
 
 Were there design changes needed to your program or platform to realize the stated objective?  If 
so, what were those changes? 
 
 How successful was the design and management of your program or platform at realizing your 
values and action objectives? How do you measure success? 
 
 Anything else to add? 
 
Teamwork 
 What professional and personal experiences did your team have that was helpful for the 
management of the program or platform?  Were there any past experiences (or lack thereof) that 
were unhelpful?  
 
 What skills were needed to design and manage your program or platform?  Did you need to 
develop a new strategy for managing these platforms? How did your team and (if applicable) 
your partners divvy up those responsibilities? 
 
 How did the different groups managing your participatory platform communicate, coordinate, 
and collaborate to make the platform work?  What would you say these groups were good at 
doing together (exp: same vision, shared understanding of resources needed)?  Were there times 
where the groups had different or conflicting ideas of what needed to be done? 
 
 What did your team learn about itself through the experience of running your program or 
platform?  What did your team learn about ASU through the experience of running your 
program or platform? 
 
 Anything else to add? 
 
Arizona State University Culture and Innovation 
 Has the management of participatory programs or platforms caused reflection or changes to the 
goals, norms, or practices of ASU? 
 
 Are there aspects of the institutional culture at ASU that helped with this project?  Other aspects 
that made it difficult? 
 
 Were there examples or individuals outside of ASU who influenced this project?  Are there 
things that were happening within ASU that influenced this effort? 
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 Has the management of your program or platform changed the way you think about innovation 
and collaboration at ASU?  If so, what changes do you see in the future? 
 
 Anything else to add? 
 
Wrap- up Questions 
1. Do you have any final thoughts to add to this interview? 
 
2. Would you like to review the transcript of this interview prior to my analysis?  You will be 
welcome to clarify anything said or add additional thoughts. 
 
3. Is there any other administrator you recommend I include in this study? 
 
4. Are there any documents, such as annual reports or publicity materials, that you would like to 
share with me for inclusion in this analysis? 
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Issue 
Discussed 
Point of 
View Response 
Back End 
Functionality 
External 
Contractor 
Developing a redesign is all about the architecture. People don’t realize the 
values of a platform architecture.  Anybody can smash code on things, but, 
how good that system will be or how long it is going to last is based on 
how solid that architecture is. If it’s very logical and it’s extendable, the 
system will last a very long time.  Like grabbing it, leaving a view of 
content by x amount of views, or looking at this or that is what 
architecture is solid enough it will just work with adding that view, or way 
for that functionality on top of it, where, if it didn’t have any from the get 
go, you would be in a very, very bad situation where you’re going back and 
refab the core of a system, you know.  That is when, from like a 
nontechnical situation, they are looking at the platform and saying, "oh, 
there’s no admin view", then we’re say, "oh, no big deal because you could 
just add them here, here and here, you know. Like that’s, ‘cause it’s, the 
information is already stored to use, you just have to extend it to a display. 
 
 
Back End 
Functionality 
Research 
Team 
The contractor thought 10,000 Solutions was just a hosting sight, that all 
you needed to do was to provide different pages that had different types of 
content to it, but without back end combination.  There was one specific 
sort of instance I remember, because I have a computer science 
background, their them telling us that it would not be possible to do a 
certain functionality, and then us coming up with a solution to that 
functionality.  I believe it was something along the lines of, you don’t have 
to host an individual website, you can link it to another thing by using a 
specific object, and that would allow for the same types of functionality.  
But at that point it became clear that they were not sophisticated when it 
came to sort of robust spec and architecture. Back ends enable the types of 
behaviors that can take place onto the website.  A well-structured 
community, a well-structured sort of architecture, enables a lot of the 
things that we thought were necessary to build the communities that we 
needed to allow for people to be able to be aware of where they were 
within this larger community for collective participation or action to take 
place. They did not have the back end stuff that allowed for either the data 
analysis or the profiles, or the connection between multiple threads and 
themes, or the building of, you know, multiple people participating in one 
place. 
 
 
Functionality 
for Research 
on Platform 
External 
Contractor 
Yeah, but I don’t remember exactly what. I think it wasn’t super clear, 
other than we were trying to get them access to the database so they could 
do the research. I remember it being like, "Okay, well where is this stuff?"  
And maybe the idea, one of the things we run into with that, with the 
frameworks is like people that develop like more simplistic stuff, they’ll go 
in and they’ll just want to see like one table of like an Excel spreadsheet of 
all the information that’s in there. The framework is more of a giant spider 
web of data that you have to go grab. So you have to know the framework 
because you have to know where to go get it. I remember that being a 
case, and I said, "Here’s the database, good luck with that."  I don’t know, 
I think they were able to figure it all out.  But that takes a little bit of 
looking around.   
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Functionality 
for Research 
on Platform 
Research 
Team 
I don’t think that we were able to answer many of the research questions 
that we wanted to because we were not able to run the real time 
experiments because of a lack of technical sophistication in terms of what 
was happening.  There were some amazing stuff designed that would 
present different views of solutions based on individual participant activity. 
We had talked about different ways bringing groups together in real time 
to show people where they were within the ecosystem of 10,000 Solutions, 
and none of these were able to be realized by the technical infrastructure. 
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Variable 
I.C. 
2013 
I.C. 
2014 
Cm.C. 
2015 
WCA 
Grant 
2015 
Open 
Pitch 
Tempe 
2015 
Open 
Pitch  
DPC 
2015 
Open 
Pitch 
West 
2015 
Open 
Pitch 
Poly 
2015 
Pell 
Eligible 
21.6% 24.3% 33.2% 16.7% 43.3%  26.3%  63.2%  37.2% 
Financial 
Aid Offered 
97.3%  94.8%  94.2%  94.4%  93.2% 89.5% 89.0% 86.4.% 
Resident 63.7% 66.5%  72.6% 63.2%  59.5% 45.0% 77.3% 77.6%  
Non-
Resident 
36.3% 33.5%  27.4% 36.8% 40.5%  55.0%  22.7%  22.4%  
Caucasian 46.8%  52.3%  49.3%  47.4% 43.2% 45.0% 50.0% 57.1% 
Hispanic 6.5%  15.6%  19.4% 21.1%  16.2%  15.0%  27.3%  14.3%  
African 
American 
11.3%  7.3%  6.0%  13.2%  2.7%  10.0%  9.1%  0.0%  
Asian 13.7%  8.7%  8.5%  2.6%  2.7%  10.0%  0.0% 8.2%  
Other 21.8%  16.1% 16.9%  15.8% 35.1%  20.0% 13.6%  20.4%  
Male 70.2%  66.1%  56.7%  47.4% 81.1%  75.0%  63.6%  93.9%  
Female 29.8%  33.9%  43.3% 52.6% 18.9%  25.0% 36.4%  6.1%  
Graduated 76.6% 67.8%  62.8%  45.0%  62.2%  40.0% 37.5%  42.0%  
Retained 91.1%  95.9%  96.5%  94.7%  86.5%  85.0%  95.5%  87.8%  
Undergrad 67.7%  74.8%  78.6%  78.9%  67.6%  70.0%  86.4%  85.7%  
Graduate 32.3%  25.2%  21.4% 21.1%  32.4%  30.0% 13.6%  14.3%  
Full-Time 88.7%  90.8%  91.0%  92.1%  83.8%  75.0%  77.3%  81.6% 
Part-Time 11.3% 9.2%  9.0%  7.9% 16.2%  25.0% 22.7% 18.4%  
Online 3.2% 1.8% 1.5%  0.0%  0.0% 5.0%  0.0% 0.0% 
Group A 20.2%  31.7%  19.9%  34.2%  24.3%  35.0%  4.5%  8.2%  
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Variable 
I.C. 
2013 
I.C. 
2014 
Cm.C. 
2015 
WCA 
Grant 
2015 
Open 
Pitch 
Tempe 
2015 
Open 
Pitch  
DPC 
2015 
Open 
Pitch 
West 
2015 
Open 
Pitch 
Poly 
2015 
Group B 3.2% 1.8%  5.0%  7.9% 8.1%  10.0%  4.5%  2.0%  
Group C 4.0%  0.9%  1.0%  7.9%  0.0%  5.0%  59.1%  0.0%  
Group D 19.4%  22.9%  35.8% 23.7% 16.2% 30.0% 22.7% 6.1%  
Group E 41.9%  29.4%  23.4%  13.2% 40.5% 20.0% 9.1% 83.7% 
Group F 11.3%  13.3% 14.9% 13.2% 10.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
GPA < 1 0.8% 0.5% 0.0%  0.0% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
GPA  
[1, 1.5) 
1.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 
GPA  
[1.5, 2) 
1.7% 1.4% 2.5% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 
GPA  
[2, 2.5) 
0.8%  4.3%  3.0% 2.6%  0.0%  16.7%  0.0%  4.3%  
GPA  
[2.5, 3) 
8.5%  9.0%  10.6%  5.3%  12.9%  5.6%  10.0% 10.9%  
GPA  
[3, 3.5) 
24.6%  22.7%  25.3%  23.7%  29.0%  33.3% 30.0%  34.8%  
GPA  
[3.5, 4) 
30.5%  33.2%  31.8%  44.7%  22.6%  22.2%  40.0% 23.9%  
GPA  >= 4 31.4%  28.9%  25.8%  21.1%  29.0%  22.2%  20.0%  17.4% 
*Challenge sample population = 722. Null or missing values filtered for each cell 
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Variable 
Launch Day 
Classes Tempe 
2015 
Launch Day Classes 
Downtown 2015 
Launch Day 
Classes West 
2015 
Launch Day 
Classes Poly 
2015 
Pell Eligible 32.3%  42.6%  48.3%  45.1%  
Financial Aid 
Offered 
87.3% 91.2%  91.2%  88.2%  
Resident 59.2%  71.7%  79.0%  70.5%  
Non-Resident 40.8%  28.3%  21.0%  29.5%  
Caucasian 50.7%  52.2%  52.4%  58.9%  
Hispanic 18.0%  27.5%  28.1%  15.4%  
African American 3.8%  5.7%  6.2%  4.3%  
Asian 7.6%  4.1%  5.4%  6.3%  
Other 19.8%  10.5%  7.8%  15.1%  
Male 58.4%  42.8%  36.6%  79.7%  
Female 41.6%  57.2%  63.4%  20.3%  
Graduated 18.7%  35.1%  34.1%  29.3%  
Retained 90.9%  90.8%  91.0%  90.9%  
Undergraduate 99.7%  98.7%  99.8%  99.7%  
Graduate 0.3%  1.3%  0.2%  0.3%  
Full-Time 95.8%  95.3%  91.8%  92.2%  
Part-Time 4.2%  4.7%  8.2%  7.8%  
Online 0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  
Group A 32.1%  8.2%  6.4%  11.6%  
Group B 8.5%  46.1%  1.0%  2.0%  
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Variable 
Launch Day 
Classes Tempe 
2015 
Launch Day Classes 
Downtown 2015 
Launch Day 
Classes West 
2015 
Launch Day 
Classes Poly 
2015 
Group C 1.4%  0.5%  71.2%  1.3%  
Group D 36.1%  44.1%  16.3%  0.0%  
Group E 18.6%  0.4%  1.4%  83.8%  
Group F 3.3%  0.7%  3.6%  1.2%  
GPA < 1 3.1%  3.3%  3.0%  2.8%  
GPA [1, 1.5) 2.2%  1.6%  1.4%  1.5%  
GPA [1.5, 2) 4.8%  3.4%  3.0%  3.7%  
GPA [2, 2.5) 11.7%  8.2%  8.7%  8.8%  
GPA [2.5, 3) 19.8%  16.8%  15.1%  15.0%  
GPA [3, 3.5) 28.9%  27.1%  26.9%  28.2%  
GPA [3.5, 4) 22.9%  27.6%  28.3%  27.4%  
GPA >= 4 6.6%  12.0%  13.5%  12.6%  
*Class sample population = 5,686. Null or missing values filtered for each cell 
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Variable 
CGIU 
2014 
Launch 
Day 1:1 
Tempe 
2015 
Startup 
Summit 
2015 
Launch Day 
1:1 
Downtown 
2015 
Launch 
Day 1:1 
West 
2015 
Launch 
Day 1:1 
Poly 
2015 
Edson 
2015 
Pell Eligible 29.4%  34.0%  25.2%  35.0%  56.2%  41.9%  15.4%  
Financial Aid 
Offered 
90.0%  87.6%  81.1%  95.7%  97.1%  85.7%  100.0%  
Resident 63.2%  61.2%  46.7%  73.1%  79.4%  61.5%  80.5%  
Non-Resident 36.8%  38.8%  53.3%  26.9%  20.6%  38.5%  19.5%  
Caucasian 44.3%  52.5%  33.3%  54.6%  47.7%  49.0%  61.0%  
Hispanic 17.8%  15.6%  16.3%  21.0%  31.8%  21.2%  17.1%  
African 
American 
4.6%  1.9%  4.4%  7.6%  8.4%  2.9%  0.0%  
Asian 9.2%  9.9%  5.9%  6.7%  6.5%  4.3%  9.8%  
Other 24.1%  20.2%  40.0%  10.1%  5.6%  22.6%  12.2%  
Male 34.5%  60.5%  75.6%  30.3%  30.8%  69.2%  80.5%  
Female 65.5%  39.5%  24.4%  69.7%  69.2%  30.8%  19.5%  
Graduated 63.3%  44.1%  46.7%  30.0%  45.0%  35.6%  77.9%  
Retained 96.0%  92.4%  94.8%  92.4%  97.2%  95.7%  97.6%  
Undergraduate 77.0%  87.8%  72.6%  89.9%  98.1%  89.4%  56.1%  
Graduate 23.0%  12.2%  27.4%  10.1%  1.9%  10.6%  43.9%  
Full-Time 92.0%  93.5%  94.1%  92.4%  94.4%  96.2%  80.5%  
Part-Time 8.0%  6.5%  5.9%  7.6%  5.6%  3.8%  19.5%  
Online 1.7%  0.0%  3.0%  0.8%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  
Group A 39.7%  26.6%  8.1%  32.8%  4.7%  12.5%  22.0%  
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Variable 
CGIU 
2014 
Launch 
Day 1:1 
Tempe 
2015 
Startup 
Summit 
2015 
Launch Day 
1:1 
Downtown 
2015 
Launch 
Day 1:1 
West 
2015 
Launch 
Day 1:1 
Poly 
2015 
Edson 
2015 
Group B 1.1%  3.0%  3.7%  43.7%  0.9%  0.5%  4.9%  
Group C 3.4%  1.9%  9.6%  0.8%  59.8%  0.5%  0.0%  
Group D 25.3%  22.8%  22.2%  17.6%  8.4%  2.9%  14.6%  
Group E 19.0%  31.2%  52.6%  5.0%  0.9%  79.3%  53.7%  
Group F 11.5%  14.4%  3.7%  0.0%  25.2%  4.3%  4.9%  
GPA < 1 2.9%  3.2%  0.8%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  
GPA [1, 1.5) 0.6%  1.2%  0.8%  0.9%  0.0%  0.5%  2.9%  
GPA [1.5, 2) 2.9%  1.2%  4.5%  1.7%  0.0%  2.4%  0.0%  
GPA [2, 2.5) 4.7%  7.1%  3.8%  5.1%  7.5%  7.2%  0.0%  
GPA [2.5, 3) 11.7%  16.2%  14.4%  13.7%  14.0%  12.1%  5.9%  
GPA [3, 3.5) 19.9%  24.1%  23.5%  28.2%  17.8%  28.0%  35.3%  
GPA [3.5, 4) 33.9%  32.4%  33.3%  24.8%  32.7%  29.5%  26.5%  
GPA >= 4 23.4%  14.6%  18.9%  25.6%  28.0%  20.3%  29.4%  
*Event sample population = 1,051. Null or missing values filtered for each cell 
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Variable 
Startup Spring Break  
2015 
Variable Startup Spring Break 
2015 
Pell Eligible 37.5%  Full-Time 74.1%  
Financial Aid Offered 66.7%  Part-Time 25.9%  
Resident 55.6%  Online 3.7%  
Non-Resident 44.4%  Group A 7.4%  
Caucasian 25.9%  Group B 14.8%  
Hispanic 22.2%  Group C 7.4%  
African American 0.0%  Group D 22.2%  
Asian 18.5%  Group E 40.7%  
Other 33.3%  Group F 7.4%  
Male 66.7%  GPA < 1 4.0%  
Female 33.3%  GPA [1, 1.5) 4.0%  
Graduated 67.7%  GPA [1.5, 2) 0.0%  
Retained 96.3%  GPA [2, 2.5) 0.0%  
Undergraduate 59.3%  GPA [2.5, 3) 16.0%  
Graduate 40.7%  GPA [3, 3.5) 16.0%  
  GPA [3.5, 4) 28.0%  
  GPA >= 4 32.0%  
*Camp sample population = 27. Null or missing values filtered for each cell 
 
